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Summary

In response to concerns of the Dover Township community regarding an increased incidence
of childhood cancers, the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR) and the New
Jersey Department of Health and Senior Services (NJDHSS) devel oped a Public Health Response
Plan to organize and conduct public health investigations. In addition to evaluating the chemical and
radiological quality of the community water supply and analyzing New Jersey State Cancer Registry
statistics, the NJDHSS and ATSDR initiated two Public Health Assessments for two National
Priorities List (NPL) sites which are located in Dover Township: the Ciba-Geigy Corporation site
(CERCLIS #NJD001502517) and the Reich Farm site (CERCLIS #NJD980529713). Based upon
information collected by the NJDHSS and the ATSDR during health assessment activities for the
Reich Farm site, and a high level of community concern, the NJDHSS and the ATSDR aso
conducted a Public Health A ssessment to eval uate the public health i ssues associated with the Dover
TownshipMunicipa Landfill (CERCLIS#NJD980771570). The Public Health Assessmentsprovide
areview of environmental health issues and evaluate past and current human exposure pathways
associated with these sites.

The Ciba-Geigy Corporation (CGC) NPL site is located in Dover Township, New Jersey.
The siteis surrounded by residential and light commercial areas. A chemical manufacturing plant
(the Toms River Plant) occupied the site beginning in 1952. Solid and liquid wastes, including by-
products from chemical (primarily dye and epoxy resin) manufacturing processes and wastewater
treatment sludge, were disposed of in approximately 20 on-site areas. Contaminants, including
volatile organic chemicals (VOCs), semivolatile organic chemicas (SVOCs), polycyclic aromatic
hydrocarbons (PAHS), anthraquinone and azo dyes, and heavy metals (including arsenic, cadmium,
chromium, mercury and lead) have been identified as being present in on-sSite source areas. During
the period 1952 through 1966, treated process wastewater was discharged directly to the Toms
River.

Groundwater in the vicinity of the CGC site has been contaminated with a variety of VOCs
(chlorobenzene, chloroform, dichlorobenzenes, trichlorobenzenes, methylene chloride,
trichloroethylene, trichl oropropane, and tetrachl oroethylene), metal s (lead and mercury) and possibly
other chemicals. Private residential wells used for irrigation near the CGC site were found to be
contaminated with VOCs in the mid-1980s. Community water system supply wells at the Holly
Street well field were documented to be contaminated with dyes, nitrobenzene, and possibly other
compoundsduring themid-1960s. Contaminated groundwater beneath the CGC siteisbeing pumped
out, treated, and returned to the aquifer by the Groundwater Extraction and Recharge System, which
has been operational since 1996. A smaller scale pump-and-treat system had been in place since
1985. Plansfor remediation of on-site source areas have been developed by the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (USEPA).
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The Ciba-Geigy Corporation site is considered by the ATSDR and the NJDHSS to have
represented apublic health hazard because of past exposures. This determination is based upon
thefollowing considerations, taken together: 1) the presence of acompleted exposure pathway inthe
past through the community water supply to dyesand possibly other chemicals, to apotentially large
population; 2) the presence of a completed exposure pathway through the use of private wells (for
irrigation and possibly for potable use at some time in the past) in the Cardina Drive/Oak Ridge
Parkway to V OCs; 3) toxicol ogical eval uations; 4) epidemiol ogic studiesfrom other communitiesand
workplaces suggesting that exposure to dyes and VOCs may increase therisk of certain cancersand
other adverse heath outcomes; and 5) the presence of an excess of childhood cancers in the
community.

Current conditions indicate that although groundwater remains contaminated at levels of
public health concern, completed human exposure pathwaysto contaminantsfrom the CGC sitehave
been interrupted. The exposure pathway associated with the community water supply wells of the
Holly Street Well field was reduced and/or interrupted through the construction of an outfall pipeline
to re-direct wastewater from the Toms River to the Atlantic Ocean. The exposure pathway
associated with private wells in the Cardinal Drive/Oak Ridge Parkway areas has been interrupted
through well sealing and limits on well construction. For these reasonsthe ATSDR and the NJDHSS
have concluded that currently there are no documented completed human exposure pathways
associated with the CGC site, and thus, are categorizing the CGC site as representing no appar ent
public health hazard under present conditions. However, because on-site source areas remain
contaminated, remediation of these on-site source areasis essential to prevent further contamination
of groundwater and the potential for future human exposure pathways to site-related contaminants.

Other potentia exposure pathwaysin the past includeinhalation of air contaminantsfrom on-
site manufacturing and waste disposal activities. With the closure of operations at the Toms River
Plant in 1996, this air pathway is interrupted. In addition, Site security measures have likely
interrupted the potential for exposure of trespassersto on-site contaminated soils. Human exposure
to contaminants in soils, sediments and surface waters in the marshland areas adjacent to the Toms
River is unlikely. There is no evidence that breaks in the outfall pipeline have resulted in human
exposure to CGC-related contaminants through contaminated soils, sediments or groundwater.

Although uncertainties in exposure and toxicological information make the assessment of
public health implicationsdifficult, further epidemiologic evaluationiswarranted in order to evaluate
the public health significance of past exposures from the site. The NJDHSS and the ATSDR are
conducting an epidemiologic study of childhood cancer in Dover Township. This Public Health
Assessment supports the consideration of exposure pathwaysrelated to the Ciba-Geigy Corporation
gitein that study.

The Public Health Assessment for the Ciba-Geigy Corporation site was released for public
comment during the period February 29 to April 28, 2000. A summary of the commentsreceived and
the responses of the NJDHSS and the ATSDR are provided in Appendix E.
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Purpose and Health I'ssues

Aspart of the Public Health Response Plan (PHRP) devel oped by the New Jersey Department
of Health and Senior Services (NJDHSS) and the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry
(ATSDR) for the Dover Township Childhood Cancer Investigation (NJDOH and ATSDR, 1996),
this Public Health Assessment will document and evaluate the public health significance of human
exposure pathways associated with the Ciba-Geigy Corporation site.

Background

Demography and Land Use

The Ciba-Geigy Corporation (CGC) site (CERCLIS
#NJD001502517) islocated near State Route 37 in the West Dover
section of Dover Township (Ocean County), New Jersey,
approximately 1 mile west of the Garden State Parkway/U.S. Route
9, and 3 mileswest of the businessdistrict of the Toms River section
of Dover Township (seeinset and Figure1). The TomsRiver forms -
the northeastern boundary of the site. Winding River Park, an /" Ocean County
outdoor recreational arealocated within the flood plain of the Toms New Jersey
River, adjoins the site on the east and northeast. To the east of the
Toms River is the Coulter Street/Whitesville Road residential area. 39759 10°N; 74°14'20°W
The Cardina Drive/Oak Ridge Parkway residential area adjoinsthe
southeast border of the site along the west bank of the Toms River. A residential area, Pine Lake
Park Estates (Manchester Township), borders the northwestern boundary of the site. Additional
residential and commercial properties border the site on the south and southwest along State Route
37 (NUS, 1988a; CDM, 1993a). An elementary school (West Dover) is located near the southeast
corner of the site.

Site Location

The Ciba-Geigy Corporation (formerly Toms River Chemical Company, and now renamed
Ciba Specidty Chemicals, a division of Novartis Corporation) owned and operated a chemical
manufacturing plant (the Toms River Plant) on the property beginningin 1952. Theproperty consists
of approximately 1,400 acres, of which 320 acres are developed. The site boundaries encompass
1,359 acres. Approximately 43 acres (previously known as Tract 2), located east of the main site
along Oak Ridge Parkway, were donated to Dover Township in 1959, and now comprise Winding
River Park, apublic recreation area. Theformer production area, wastewater treatment plant, power
plant, and administrative buildings occupy approximately 100 acres. Various disposal areas and a
landfill encompass approximately 220 acres. The remaining approximately 1,000 acres are
undevel oped pineforest and wetlands. Theentire CGC siteisfenced, with controlled entrancesfrom
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Oak Ridge Parkway on the east and from State Route 37 on the west (NUS, 1988a; CDM, 1993a).

The Kirkwood-Cohansey geologic formation underlies the CGC site. There are severa
aquifer elements within this formation beneath the site (Figure 5), grouped into the Upper Sand
(including the Upper Cohansey, Primary Cohansey, Lower Cohansey, Upper Kirkwood, and
Kirkwood No. 1) and Lower Sand (including Kirkwood No. 2) Aquifers. Thegroundwater isacidic,
and contains relatively high concentrations of dissolved iron and manganese. At the CGC dite,
groundwater in the Upper Sand Aquifer flows in a southeasterly direction towards, and discharges
into, the Toms River. Groundwater inthe Lower Sand Aquifer also flows southeasterly beneath the
site, but apparently does not discharge to the Toms River (NUS, 1988a; CDM, 1993a). Within
Dover Township, the Kirkwood-Cohansey aquifer is used extensively as a source of potable and
irrigation water.

Population demographics based upon the 1990 census have been prepared by the ATSDR
using area-proportion spatial analysis, and are presented in Figure 2. Within aone mileradius of the
Ciba-Geigy site, there is a population of approximately 10,725 persons. There are approximately
4,300 private residences within this area.

Site History

Beginning in 1952, the Toms River Plant initially produced anthraguinone-based dyes and
intermediate products. Starting in 1959, the plant also manufactured azo dyes and intermediates,
epoxy resins, and other speciaty chemicas (NUS, 1988a; Delzell et al, 1989). During peak
operations, the facility had a daily production capacity of about 220,000 pounds of dyestuff and
intermediates, and about 105,000 pounds of epoxy resins (NUS, 1988a). Production of
anthraquinone-based dyes ended in 1983, and azo dye production ended in 1988; epoxy resin
manufacturing ended in 1990. Manufacturing operations at the plant ceased as of the end of 1996
when dye standardization activities were terminated.

The manufacturing processes (estimated to be asmany as600 over theyears) generated liquid
and solid wastes. According to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), from about
1952 through 1977, solid and liquid process wastes were disposed of in approximately 20 known
source areas. These source areasinclude adisposal landfill containing approximately 31,000 drums,
a 12 acre filter-cake disposa area, a five acre lime sludge disposal area, a 40 acre borrow area,
numerous lagoons and basins associated with former wastewater treatment plants totaling
approximately 30 acres, and the production areaitself (see Figure 3). Several of the disposal areas
were unlined. Solid wastes, including residues from manufacturing processes, were disposed of in
bulk or in drumsin several of the on-site source areas. Wastewater treatment sludge was stockpiled
on top of aclosed cell of the landfill (NUS, 1988a; CDM, 1993a; Ciba, 1999D).

Since 1952, at |east four different wastewater treatment methodol ogies have been utilized to
removemetas, volatileorganic chemicals(VOCs), and semivol atileorganic chemica s(SV OCs) from
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process wastes. Initially, treated wastewater was discharged directly into the Toms River. Starting
in 1966, treated wastewater was discharged to the Atlantic Ocean near Ortley Beach viaa 10 mile
long pipelinewhich ran underground about 35,200 feet through mainland Dover Township, primarily
along Mapletree Road and Bay Avenue. The route of the pipelineisillustrated in Figure 7. Use of
the pipeline ended in 1991.

Summary of Previous Health Assessment Activity

Thefirst Public Health Assessment (PHA) for the Ciba-Geigy Corporation sitewascompl eted
by ATSDR in 1988 (ATSDR, 19884). Based on information available at the time, this assessment
identified several human exposure pathways of concern: 1) oral and dermal exposureto lead in water
from contaminated residential wells; 2) oral, dermal, and inhal ation exposureto mercury inresidential
wells; 3) potential ingestion and inhalation of, and dermal exposureto, VOCsin residential wells; 4)
dermal, oral, and inhalation exposure to contaminated on-site surface soils by on-site workers, clean-
up personnel, or trespassers; 5) dermal, oral and inhalation exposure to contaminants in adjacent
marshland sediments, surfacewater, and air in thevicinity of the Winding River Park; and 6) potential
ingestion of garden plantsirrigated with contaminated residential well water (ATSDR, 1988a).

In the 1988 ATSDR Public Health Assessment, concerns about contamination in off-site
private residential wells were focused on the Cardinal Drive/Oak Ridge Parkway and the Coulter
Street areas. In the Cardinal Drive/Oak Ridge Parkway area, residential wells (used for irrigation)
werefoundto contain VOCsinthemid-1980s. Inthe Coulter Street areaand other nearby residential
areas, residential wells (used for drinking) were found to contain elevated levels of lead and/or
mercury (NUS, 1988d). (At the request of the USEPA, ATSDR evaluated the levels of lead and
mercury in these wells in two brief Health Consultations (ATSDR, 1988b, ATSDR, 1988c), and
recommended the provision of alternate sources of potable water.) Subsequent to the 1988 PHA,
the presence of lead and mercury in these wells was determined by the USEPA to be not related to
the CGC site (ATSDR, 1992a).

The possibility of exposure by inhalation of airborne contaminants was a so discussed in the
1988 Public Health Assessment. Analysisof ambient air (Radian, 1986; Radian, 1988) had identified
several VOCs (benzene, chlorobenzene, chloroform, toluene, tetrachl oroethylene, trichloroethylene,
and 1,4-dioxane) intheair in the marshland areas adjacent to the Cardinal Drive/Oak Ridge Parkway
vicinity. However, since the samples were taken in the marshland area, but no exposure point
samples were taken, it was not possible to determine if a completed exposure pathway had existed.
Sampling for airborne contaminants at nearby residences was recommended.

Thefirst Public Health Assessment (ATSDR, 1988a) concluded that the CGC site“. . .isof
public health concern because of the risk to human health caused by probable human exposure to
hazardous substances at levels that may result in adverse human health effects over time.” ATSDR
made severa recommendations to further characterize and monitor the environmental mediain the
vicinity, including on-site source areas, on-site groundwater and of f-site privateresidential wells, and
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on- and off-gite air.

INn1991, the ATSDR released an Addendum to the Public Heal th A ssessment which eval uated
contaminantsidentified in marsh sediments and the surface waters of the Toms River within Winding
River Park (ATSDR, 19914). The levelsof contaminants which were considered, including VOCs,
arsenic, cyanide, and the pesticidesDDT and adrin, were found to not pose athreat to public health.

A second Addendum was released by the ATSDR in 1991 which discussed tentatively
identified compounds(TICs), including dyeintermediatesand other organic chemicalsinon-sitesoils,
which had not previously been characterized (by identity and/or concentration) as a result of
limitations of the analytical procedures which had been used (ATSDR, 1991b). Since the identities
of these soil contaminants had, in general, still not been determined, the ATSDR concluded that the
nature of any threat to public health could not be estimated. Subsequently, many of these
contaminants were identified and characterized in soils (CDM, 1993f, CDM, 1994a), but standard
methods of analysis for detection of low levels of water-soluble dyes and intermediates in
groundwater are not yet available.

A “Lead Initiative Summary Report” was published by ATSDR in 1992 (ATSDR, 1992a).
This document revisited the issue of lead and mercury contamination of private residential wellsin
the Coulter Street area, and concluded that the exposure pathway to lead and mercury discussed in
ATSDR’s1988 Public Health Consultations (ATSDR 1988b; ATSDR, 1988c) wasinterrupted, and
concurred with USEPA’ sintervention actions. The ATSDR concurred with the USEPA conclusion
that lead and mercury in private well samples from this area were unlikely to be related to the CGC
site. A comprehensive additional Public Health Assessment was also recommended.

Additional Public Health Consultationswereperformedby ATSDR (ATSDR 1991a; ATSDR,
1992b; ATSDR, 1993). These consultations considered VOCs which had been identified in soils
(using methods to measure VOCs in soil gas) taken in the Cardinal Drive/Oak Ridge Parkway area
and in the Winding River Park. Contaminants that were identified included benzene, nitrobenzene,
trichlorobenzene, toluene, vinyl chloride, xylenes, and methylenechloride (Weston, 1991). However,
these data were deemed by the ATSDR to be insufficient to determine if a threat to public health
existed, and consequently additional sampling in the Cardina Drive Area was recommended by
ATSDR and later conducted by the USEPA (Weston, 1993b). Most of the soil gas samples did not
indicate any VV OC contamination above detection limits; low levelsof benzeneand vinyl chloridewere
detected in afew samples (lessthan 8 parts per billion, or ppb). The ATSDR eva uated these dataand
determined that no public health threat existed and further sampling was not warranted (ATSDR
1993).

Site Visits
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As part of the activities conducted in support of this Public Health Assessment, staff of the
NJDHSS and the ATSDR performed multiple visits to the CGC site and other associated locations
within Dover Township during 1996, 1997, 1998, and 1999. As of December 1996, al
manufacturing activities, including dye standardization, had ceased at the plant. Many of thebuildings
on the property have been demolished. The plant is now occupied by caretaker and remedial
operations personnel. There was evidence of possible trespassing as a result of vandalism,
specifically, holes had been cut in the perimeter fence.

Community Concerns

Environmental contamination associated with the CGC site has resulted in a high level of
community concern. Complaintsregarding stack emissionsand other odors associated with the plant
had been lodged by the public for many years. Contamination of the surface waters of the Toms
River by dyesand other chemicalswas also evident in the 1950s and 1960s as aresult of the practice
of discharging process wastewater directly to the TomsRiver. An outfall pipelinewhich transported
treated wastewater to the Atlantic Ocean was installed in 1966. However, the discharge of
wastewater tothe Oceanwasitself controversial, and therewereal so complaintsabout |eaksresulting
from breaks in the pipeline during the 1980s. Use of the outfall pipeline for discharge of treated
process wastewater to the ocean was terminated in 1991.

During the activities conducted for this Public Health Assessment, the NJDHSS and the
ATSDR were requested to eva uate the public health significance of the CGC site regarding private
wells in the area of the site, the community water supply well field located at Holly Street, air
contaminants, sediments of the Toms River, and surface soils and private wells potentially
contaminated by breaks in the outfall pipeline.

Residents of Dover Township have expressed concern to the NJDHSS and the ATSDR
regarding the incidence of childhood cancer in the community. Inthe summer of 1995, the ATSDR
asked the NJDHSS to perform an analysis of childhood cancer statistics in the community. The
NJDHSSfound an elevated occurrence of certain childhood cancers. Community concernsabout the
finding led the ATSDR and the NJDHSS to formulate a multi-activity Public Health Response Plan
(PHRP) in June 1996 (NJDOH and ATDSR, 1996). The PHRP included an updating and
reevaluation of information on childhood cancer incidence and assessments of environmental issues
of concern to the community. Originally included in the PHRP were Public Health Assessments for
the CGC site and the Reich Farm site (CERCL IS #NJ980529713). Subsequently, the NJDHSS and
the ATSDR added a third Public Health Assessment for the Dover Township Municipal Landfill
(CERCLIS #NJD980771570). The PHRP also included a Public Health Consultation, performed
jointly with the New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection (NJDEP), that evaluated
extensive water quality testing data collected in the period March 1996 to June 1999 from the
community water system in Dover Township.

Other activities of the PHRP are the development of a community and health professionals
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education program (see “Public Health Action Plan” section), compilation of a compendium of
environmental contamination sourcesin Dover Township, andinclusion of New Jersey inamulti-state
study of brain cancer incidence in proximity to National Priorities List Sites.

SinceMarch 1996 the NJDHSS and the AT SDR have participated in monthly public meetings
of the Citizens Action Committee on Childhood Cancer Cluster (CACCCC) in order to discuss
progress toward implementation of the PHRP, cancer incidence, environmental sampling data, and
community concerns related to the on-going investigation.

Recently, the CACCCC requested ATSDR involvement in the remedial alternative selection
process for the on-site source areas. The USEPA has selected aremedial plan, and the ATSDR has
evaluated it (ATSDR, 2000).

The Public Health Assessment for the Ciba-Geigy Corporation site was released for public
comment during the period February 29 to April 28, 2000. A summary of the commentsreceived and
the responses of the NJDHSS and the ATSDR are provided in Appendix E.

Statement of | ssues

Based upon past and current dataand information on the CGC site, and other environmental
concernscommunicated to theNJDHSS and the ATSDR, thisPublic Health A ssessment will evaluate
specific exposure pathways, including those associated with: private well usein areas adjacent to the
site and aong the outfall pipeline; community water supply wells at the Holly Street well field;
airborne contaminants; and surface water, soils and sediments.

Discussion

ThisDiscussionwill review the history of remedia activitiesconductedinrelationtothe CGC
site and the findings of investigations of environmental contamination. Based on these findings, an
analysis of exposure pathways will be presented. The Discussion will conclude with an assessment
of the public health implications of completed exposure pathways.

Remedial History

A chronology of selected eventsrelated to the investigation and remediation of the CGC site
isgivenin Table1l. Sincethe CGC site was added by the USEPA to the NPL in 1983, many studies
have been conducted by Ciba-Geigy, USEPA, and their contractorsto characterizethe environmental
consequences of activities at the site. Efforts have been focused on characterizing the nature and
extent of on-site and off-site groundwater contamination (called Operable Unit 1 by USEPA)
associated with the CGC site (Environ, 1986; NUS, 1988a) and on characterization of the on-site
source areas of contamination (called Operable Unit 2) (CDM, 1993a).
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Groundwater

In January 1985, Ciba-Geigy installed a purge-well system to intercept contaminated
groundwater migrating toward the Cardinal Drive/Oak Ridge Parkway residential area. Themultiple-
well system was reported to pump 0.5 million gallons per day from the Upper Sand Aquifer (NUS,
1988a).

Based onthe Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study (RI/FS) for OperableUnit 1 (NUS,
1988a; NUS, 1988b), the USEPA issued a Record of Decision (ROD) in 1989 which proposed to
extract and treat up to approximately 4 million gallons per day of contaminated groundwater from
the Upper Cohansey, Primary Cohansey and Lower Cohansey € ements of the Upper Sand Aquifer
under the CGC site (USEPA, 1989). The extracted water would be treated to achieve USEPA and
New Jersey Surface Water Quality Standards for metals, total dissolved solids, and VOCs. Under
the plan, metals would be removed by precipitation, dissolved solidswould be removed by areverse
osmosis process, and VOCs would be removed by aeration. Identified (but unregulated) VOCs
would be treated by aeration to achieve either 5 or 50 ug/l, depending on the chemical’s USEPA
Weight of Evidenceclassificationfor carcinogenicity. Thetreated water wasto bedischarged directly
(by pipe) to the Toms River. Inaddition, the ROD aso stated that al irrigation wellsin the Cardinal
Drive/Oak Ridge Parkway residential area should be sealed.

However, in 1993, after requests by interested parties for reconsideration of groundwater
discharge options, USEPA issued an Explanation of Significant Differences (ESD) which altered the
original proposed ROD by providing for on-siterecharge of treated water to the Upper Sand Aquifer,
rather than discharge to the Toms River (USEPA, 1993). The ESD also required that groundwater
be monitored in the area east of Toms River to ensure that recharged groundwater or groundwater
contaminants would not be drawn into nearby community water supply wells. Monitoring of
groundwater along the northern boundary of the CGC site was also required. Table 2 shows the
individual pollutants which would be monitored, their health-based ATSDR Comparison Values
(CVs) and drinking water Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLSs), and the cleanup compliance
standards which were specified in the ESD.

Design of the revised groundwater extraction and treatment system was begun in 1993.
Initialy, 28 extraction wellswere planned; after treatment, groundwater would be recharged to three
areas on the CGC plant property (Environ, 1992). Thefinal Groundwater Extraction and Recharge
System, which became fully operational in March 1996, incorporates extraction (using atotal of 43
wells), treatment (aeration and activated charcoal filtration), and recharge of upto 2.7 million gallons
per day. To reduce the possibility of affecting groundwater flow to community water supply wells
located east of Toms River, al treated groundwater has been directed to the northeast recharge area,
or NERA (Figure 4).

On-Site Source Areas
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A Draft Feasibility Study (FS) for remediation of on-site source areas, initiated in 1995, was
published in 1999 (Ciba, 1999b). The purpose of the FSis to provide an evaluation of remedial
alternativesthat will enable USEPA to select aremedy for each of the potential source areasthat will
be protective of human health and the environment, and that will facilitate the remedial goa of
groundwater restoration. Seven alternatives for potential remedia actions were proposed for
consideration. Thealternativesranged from no action to excavation and removal of all contaminated
materials. Other optionsincluded natural attenuationwith monitoring, containment, in/ex situthermal
treatment, in/ex situ bioremediation, and a combination of the various remedial methods. The
remediation strategy selected by the USEPA includes a combination of removal and bioremediation
techniques.

Environmental Contamination
Groundwater: On-site and Off-site Monitoring Wells

Many monitoring wells have been installed on and off the CGC site for the purpose of
characterizing groundwater contamination and flow. Monitoring wells are screened in elements of
the Upper Sand and Lower Sand Aquifers. The groundwater Remedia Investigation (RI) for
Operable Unit 1 indicated that there were multiple on-site sources of groundwater contamination,
since severa of the origina lagoons and other disposal areas were unlined (NUS, 19884).

In the RI, numerous contaminants were identified in groundwater under the CGC site,
including VOCs, and metals. Assummarized inthe 1988 ATSDR Public Health Assessment, on-site
monitoring wells contained high levels of the following VOCs (maximum vaue noted): acetone
(74,500 pg/l), benzene (3,950 ug/l), chlorobenzene (26,000 pg/l), chloroform (4,400 ug/l), toluene
(14,000 pg/l), tetrachloroethylene (12,000 pg/l), trichloroethylene (25,000 pg/l) and vinyl chloride
(89 pg/l). On-sitemonitoring wellsa so contained elevated level s of metal s (maximum val ue noted):
cadmium (318 pg/l), chromium (318 pg/l), lead (255 pg/l) and mercury (12 pg/l). Monitoring of off-
site groundwater was accomplished using existing residential wells (see “ Groundwater: Residentia
Private Wells Adjacent to the CGC Site” section below). These wells (used for irrigation) showed
that groundwater contaminants had migrated from the CGC site below adjacent residential areas
(NUS, 1988d).

In accordance with USEPA guidelines, only those chemicals that were on the Hazardous
Substances List (HSL) were taken under consideration to be chemicals of concern. The chemicas
were then evaluated for toxicity and assigned an “indicator” score. This process resulted in the
selection of 11 individual species as indicator chemicals. These chemicas were subsequently
considered in the quantitative baseline (i.e., no action) risk assessment performed for the USEPA
(NUS, 1988c). The indicator chemicals which were selected were those known to have been used
and disposed at the site, were found in monitoring wells or in private off-site wells, and had high
“indicator” scores. The selected indicator chemicals were intended to represent the numerous other
contaminants potentially present in the groundwater, but for which standard or routine analytical
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methodswere not available (for example, azo dyes, resins, or their reagents, such as epichlorohydrin,
aniline, anthraquinone, benzidine, or their substituted anal ogs, hydrochlorides, or sulfonic acid salts).
The selected indicator chemicals were:

Groundwater chemicals of concern (for potential carcinogenic risk): arsenic, benzene,
chloroform, 1,2-dichloroethane, trichloroethylene, tetrachl oroethylene.

Groundwater chemicals of concern (for potential non-carcinogenic effects): arsenic, barium,
cadmium, chlorobenzene, nickel, 1,2,4-trichlorobenzene.

Between 1994 and 1996, four semi-annual sampling and monitoring plan (SAMP) eventswere
conducted (Eckenfelder, 1996). The“SAMP 4" monitoring events eval uated approximately 133 on-
and off-site monitoring wells screened in four aquifer el ements; the Primary Cohansey (63 wells), the
Lower Cohansey (26 wells), the Kirkwood No. 1 (36 wells), and the Lower Sand (8 wells).
Contamination of groundwater by various metals (including cadmium, lead, and mercury) and VOCs
(including benzene, chlorobenzene, dichlorobenzene, chlorotoluene, dichloroethylene, methylene
chloride, tetrachloroethylene, trichlorobenzene, trichloroethylene, and trichloropropane) was found
in both on- and off-site monitoring wells that are screened in the Primary Cohansey and Lower
Cohansey elements of the Upper Sand Aquifer. Contamination of these aquifer elements has been
found in several of the monitoring wells east of Toms River. No contamination of the Lower Sand
Aquifer by VOCs or metals was found. Figure 6 presents the estimated extent of contamination by
total VOCs which were reported in SAMP 4 to be present in the Primary Cohansey and Lower
Cohansey aquifer elements, respectively, in 1996.

Longer term (annual) monitoring of the groundwater in the vicinity of the CGC siteisbeing
conducted under the provisions of the Site Wide Monitoring Program of the Long Term Monitoring
Plan (Ciba, 1995). Theresultsof the First Annual Report (Eckenfelder, 1997) were similar to those
reported in SAMP 4; 22 of the wells reported in SAMP 4 were the same data included in the First
Annua Report. Table 3 shows the contaminants which were found in samples taken during January
1998 as part of the Second Annual Report in severa on-site monitoring wells located near known
source areas (Eckenfelder, 1999). As indicated, the concentrations of numerous chlorinated
hydrocarbons found in these wells which sample both the Primary and Lower Cohansey aquifers
exceed drinking water MCL s and the ESD-mandated cleanup criteria.

In August and September 1997, NJDHSS (in cooperation with Ciba-Geigy) conducted a
separate sampling of 31 monitoring wells on- and off-site which were screened in the Upper Sand
(Primary Cohansey, Lower Cohansey and Kirkwood No. 1 elements) and Lower Sand aquifers. The
nature and extent of groundwater contamination observed was consistent with previous
investigations. The data from this sampling episode will be presented in a separate summary
document.

Groundwater: Extraction Wells
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TheESD list of contaminants hasal so been analyzed quarterly inthe untreated, blended water
from the 43 extraction wells (Ciba, 1998). Table 4 shows the contaminants found in the untreated,
extracted water during the period January through March 1999 (Ciba, 1999a). Aswiththeindividual
monitoring wells, the blended extracted groundwater also contains numerous substances, including
many chlorinated hydrocarbons, which exceed cleanup criteriaor MCLs. Extracted water istreated
to meet levels set in the ESD.

Groundwater: Residential Private Wells Adjacent to the CGC Site

In the period 1985 to 1988, several privateresidential wellsin the Cardinal Drive/Oak Ridge
Parkway areato the southeast of the CGC site (reported to be used for irrigation and/or non-potable
domestic purposes at the time) were found to have been contaminated with VOCs (NUS, 1988a).
These VOCs included (maximum level noted): chloroform (251 pg/l), trichloroethylene (38 pg/l),
benzene (100 ug/l), tetrachloroethylene (58 pg/l), chlorobenzene (79 pg/l) and xylenes (8 pg/l)
(ATSDR, 1988a; NUS, 1988a). According to the USEPA, 15 private residential wells (used for
irrigation) in the northern portion of the Cardinal Drive/Oak Ridge Parkway areawereidentified and
sealed between 1986 and 1991.

Other residential areasto the southwest and northeast of the CGC site were also sampled and
tested during thistime. Lead and mercury abovedrinking water MCL sor action levelswere detected
inthe Coulter Street areaand other areas, but the pattern of detections did not suggest the CGC site
as a source of the contaminants (NUS, 1988d).

On-site Source Areas

Characterization of the on-site source areas (Operable Unit 2) have been addressed in a
Remedial Investigation (CDM, 1993a) and Feasibility Study (Ciba, 1999b). Approximately 20 source
areas have been shown to contain metals, VOCs and SVOCs. The USEPA has selected severd
indicator chemicals for on-site source area contamination:

Source area chemicals of concern: chlorobenzene, 2-chlorotoluene, 1,2-dichlorobenzene,
naphthalene, nitrobenzene, tetrachloroethylene, trichloroethylene, 1,2,4-trichlorobenzene,
1,2,3-trichloropropane, toluene, phenanthrene, ethylbenzene, 1,2-dichloroethylene, arsenic,
lead and mercury

The indicator chemicals have been used as the basis for source area surface soil pathways
analysisand baselinesourcearearisk assessment documents(CDM, 1993d; CDM 1993e). Additional
documents describe the hundreds of surface and subsurface soil contaminants which have been
identified, andtheir toxicol ogical characteristics(CDM, 1994a). Severa hundred unidentified species
(or tentatively identified compounds; i.e., TICs) have also been found in samples taken from on-site
property (see next section).
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Studies of Non-Target Compoundsin On-site Soils

In addition to theindicator chemicals, the USEPA hasinvestigated the presence of additional
species, primarily organic dyes and their reagents, in surface and subsurface soils on the CGC site
(CDM, 1993f; CDM, 19944). The magority of these samples were taken in the production area and
in the east equalization basin. Many non-target compounds (NTCs) have been found in the
approximately 200 surface soil samples taken on the CGC site. Some of these NTCs have been
tentatively identified (TICs) but not quantified. Approximately 147 NTCs (63 of which have been
identified by CASRegistry Number) have been detected in surface soils(CDM, 1993f; CDM, 1994a).
Among the TICs are the following: anthraquinone, aminoanthraquinone, chloroanthraquinone,
dihydroxyanthraguinone and several other substituted variants; aniline and substituted species; 1-
methyl-2-pyrrolidone; benzanthrone; and pentachl orothioanisole.

In addition, 378 NTCs (157 of which have been identified by CAS Registry Number) have
been detected in 560 subsurface soil borings (of which 216 samples were taken in the production
area, 60 in the drum disposal area, and 50 in the west equalization basin) taken on the CGC site
(CDM, 1994b; CDM, 1994c). Aswith the surface soils, anong the TICs found in subsurface soils
are anthraguinone (and many substituted variants) and benzanthrone. Another analysis of severa
original sample results described approximately 108 NTCs (of which at least 66 were tentatively
identified, including substituted anthraguinonesand benzanthrone) that were presentinon-sitesurface
and subsurface soils (DS, 1997).

Although it should not be assumed that the dyes and intermediates identified in on-site soils
are also present in the groundwater, the possibility does exist that partition between soil and aqueous
phases and transport of these species may result in some of them being present in the groundwater
beneath the CGC site. Many of the dyes and reagents were in fact used in the form of their (water-
soluble) hydrochloride and sulfonic acid salts. Few of these compounds have been analyzed for in
on- or off-site groundwater. Unfortunately, standard analytical methods for low-level quantitative
detection of many organic dyes and their reagents in aqueous media are not available.

Surface Water and Sediments: The Toms River
Toms River Surface Water

The practice at the Toms River Plant of discharging process wastewater into the Toms River
prior to the use of the ocean outfall pipelinein 1966 had adirect, negativeimpact on the water quality
of the TomsRiver. New Jersey Department of Health inspection reports for June 1962 and October
1963 (NJDOH, 1962; NJDOH, 1963) indicate dischargesto the Toms River resulted in conspicuous
coloration (red/brown), noticeable odors, increased biologica oxygen demand, and the presence of
“phenolic substances’ at 0.29 parts per million (ppm, or milligrams per liter). For the period of
October 1965 to January 1966, the Toms River Chemical Company discharged diazotizable amines
(measured as aniline) to the Toms River at the rate of 530 to 1,210 pounds per day (TRCC, 1965).
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Nitrobenzene was also discharged into the Toms River by the Toms River Plant, for example,
approximately 26,370 poundsof nitrobenzenewerereported asdischarged during April 1966 (TRCC,
1966¢). After installation of the outfall pipelinein late 1966, direct discharge of liquid wastes to the
Toms River was terminated. However, in January 1969, the Toms River Chemica Company
estimated that approximately 200,000 gallons of liquid wastes per day continued to infiltrate the
Toms River from sludge lagoons and disposal areas (NUS, 1988a; TRCC, 1969).

Toms River Sediments

Historically, theimpact of the CGC site upon sediments of the Toms River has been reported
by the USEPA to have resulted in increases in the presence of metals and VOCSs, and adecreasein
the number and diversity of macroinvertebrates and other pollution intolerant species. However, the
termination of release of untreated process wastes has since resulted in animprovement in the quality
of surface waters and sediments of the Toms River (CDM, 1994d).

In September 1996, NJDHSS obtained samples of sediment at four locations (at depths of O-
6" and 6-12") along the Toms River downstream of the Ciba-Geigy plant, and at five locations along
the intermittent stream adjacent to Long Swamp Road downstream from known breaksin the outfall
pipeine. Thelocations of these samplesare also shownin Figure 7. Theresults of analyses of these
18 samples are compared with NJDEP and Ontario Ministry of Environment and Energy guidelines
in Table 6 (NJDHSS, 1997a). There are no established human health-based standards for
contaminantsin aguatic sediments; however, the concentrations of heavy metals and SVOCsfound
in these samples were not unusual for aquatic sediments in urban aress.

Winding River Park

The USEPA sampled surfacewater and sedimentsof the marsh withinthe Winding River Park
in July 1990; these data were evaluated by the ATSDR in July 1991(ATSDR, 19914). As discussed
above (see Summary of Previous Health Assessment Activity), site-related contaminants were
documented astheresult of surfacedischargeof groundwater, but concentrationswererelatively low.
ATSDR evaluated exposure potential through this pathway and determined that it did not represent
a public heath concern because exposures to marsh air, sediments, and water would tend to be
infrequent and of short duration. Additional sampling of these media was performed by CDM from
July 1991 to May 1992, with the contaminant profile found to be similar to that determined in
previous sampling (CDM, 1993b; CDM, 1993c).

Community Water Supply Wells
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TheTomsRiver Chemical Company’ s(TRCC) practiceof discharging processwastesdirectly
to the Toms River prior to 1966 affected community water supply wells of the Toms River Water
Company (TRWC, later United Water TomsRiver). Three shallow supply wells (#13, #14, and #18;
about 50 to 60 feet deep) of the Holly Street well field (located near the banks of the Toms River
approximately 1.4 milesdownstream of the
wastewater dischargepoint; seeinset) were
found to be contaminated in the mid-
1960s. Ina“Water AnalysisRecord” from
March 1965, raw water from Well #13 was
described as having a distinct odor and as
being visibly contaminated with “trade
wastes (dye).” This document further
indicated that water from Well #13 was
treated with chlorine at 8 ppm to reduce
coloration prior to distribution (TRWC,
1965). Anaysesof Holly Street well field
wells by TRCC, from May through
October 1966, showed contamination of
Wells #13, #14, and #18 with
“diazotizables” (aniline-based dyes,
measured as aniline) a concentrations
ranging up to 160 pg/l (TRCC, 19664
USEPA, undated). Nitrobenzene wasalso reported at concentrationsup to 17 pg/l (TRCC, 1966b).

In 1965 and 1966, the Holly Street Well Field was a mgjor source of water for the TRWC
community water supply (the other major source waswell #15 at Brookside Avenue). Holly Street
Wl # 13 was permitted in 1946 and reported as sealed in 1967 (Wayne, 1955; UWTR, undated).
Wl #14 was used until 1975 and well #18 wasused until 1980. Both wells#14 and #18 were sealed
in 1983.

Airborne Contaminants

Therewere community complaints of odorsrelated to emissions and site runoff related to the
Toms River Plant throughout its period of operation. In September 1986, ambient air was sampled
and analyzed (Radian, 1986; Radian, 1988) as aresult of complaints of odorsin the marshland areas
of Winding River Park on the east side of the Toms River. Samples showed the presence of severa
VOCs used at the Toms River Plant which appear to be above background (maximum level noted):
benzene (3.2 micrograms per cubic meter, or pg/m?), chlorobenzene (16.5 pg/m?), chloroform (15.1
pg/m?), toluene (180 pg/m?3), tetrachloroethylene (8.8 pg/m?) and trichloroethylene (58 pg/m3).

Soil gas VOCs had been measured in the Cardinal Drive/Oak Ridge Parkway area (11 ppm
total VOCs) and inthe Winding River park (1,570 ppb total VOCs) (Weston, 1991). However, soil
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gas and flux chamber measurements taken later at residences in the Cardina Drive/Oak Ridge
Parkway areashowed low to no detectablelevelsof VOCs, indicating that the concentrations of these
contaminants were not at levels of public health concern at that time (Weston, 1993).

Stack emissions from the Toms River Plant were regulated through permits by the NJDEP.
A review of the USEPA Toxic ReleaseInventory (TRI) datashow that stack emissionsfromthe CGC
plant in the period 1987 to 1990 included acetone, ammonia, copper compounds, epichlorohydrin,
formal dehyde, methanol, methyl ethyl ketone, methyl isobutyl ketone, 4,4'-methylenedianiline, n—butyl
alcohoal, o-cresol, toluene, and xylenes.

Uncontrolled Dischar ges from the Outfall Pipeline

Prior to 1966, process wastewater from CGC was discharged directly to the Toms River.
However, during the 25 year period between 1966 and 1991, treated wastewater was discharged to
the Atlantic Ocean through a 10 mile long pipeline (28" outside diameter, coated internaly and
externally with coa tar enamel). The underground pipeline ran predominantly along Mapletree
Avenue and Bay Avenue, then under Barnegat Bay and Ortley Beach (an area of Dover Township
located on a barrier island) before emptying approximately 3,500 feet out into the Atlantic Ocean
(Figure 7). Use of the outfall pipeline for disposal of treated wastewater was terminated in 1991.
The section of the pipeline from the CGC site to Bay and VVaughn Avenues wasfilled with water and
closed in 1992. 1n 1994 the pipeline section which extended into the Atlantic Ocean was removed,
and the section from Bay and Vaughn Avenues and the barrier island was transferred to the Ocean
County Utilities Authority to be used as a supplementa sanitary sewer line.

Between 1984 and 1989, three incidents of uncontrolled discharge of treated wastewater
occurred asaresult of malfunctioning valvesor frominadvertent construction damageto the pipeline.
According to the NJDEP, potentially contaminated soils were removed and replaced with clean soils
when the pipeline breaks were repaired. After an uncontrolled pipeline discharge in 1985, apipeline
monitoring program was proposed (AWARE, 1985).

Six monitoring wells were installed by the CGC aong the pipeline in 1987, and monitoring
was started in 1988. Elevated concentrations of chromium and lead were found in samplesfrom four
of the six installed monitoring wells over the course of severa sampling episodes between 1988 and
1993 (Ciba, 1989; Ciba 1997), largely due to particulate matter in the samples. Forty-five private
residential wellswere sampled by the CGC at different times between 1987 and 1994. Samplesfrom
several privatewellscontainedlow levelsof VOCs(below applicable M CL s); chromium, copper, lead
and mercury were detected in other private well samples, in some cases above the applicable MCLs
(Ciba, 1996). The sources of these substances are uncertain, but the geographic pattern of detected
contaminants does not suggest that the outfall pipeline breakswerealikely source. Lead and copper
have been commonly found to be present in private residential well water samples, most likely due
to corrosion of plumbing by acidic groundwater. Mercury has also been frequently found in private
residential wellsin Dover Township and elsewhere in southern New Jersey.
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ATSDR/NJDHSS Exposur e I nvestigation

In September 1996, the NJDHSS and ATSDR collected and analyzed 18 surface soil samples
that were taken at locations along Bay Avenue in the vicinity of known outfall pipeline breaks or
suspected leak areas (Figure 7) (NJDHSS, 19974d). The results of these analyses are givenin Table
5. As shown, none of these surface soil samples exceed soil Comparison Vaues for metals and
organic chemicals. A full summary of these datawill be included in a separate document.

From February to May 1997, the NJDHSS and ATSDR sampled 54 private wells located
throughout Dover Township for chemica and radiological testing (NJDHSS, 1997b; NJDHSS,
1997c¢). Ten of the 54 private wells were located near the CGC site (Figure 8); chemical testing
results are shown in Table 7. None of these ten wells showed any contaminants which exceed
drinking water MCL s or that were considered site-related. Similarly, 14 of the 54 private wellswere
within approximately one-quarter mile of theroute of theformer outfall pipeline. None of thesewells
exhibited contaminants that could be considered pipeline-related. Chromium was below the limit of
detection in al 54 sampled wells.

Several of the 54 wellslocated in Dover Township werefound to have elevated levels of lead
and mercury. Low levels of chloroform were found in several of the tested wells. There was no
pattern which would indicate that CGC or the outfall pipeline is the source of these contaminants.
Gross apha activity in excess of the MCL was found in many of the sampled wells, attributable to
naturally occurring radium. A complete summary and evaluation of the private well data generated
during the Exposure Investigation conducted by the NJDHSS and the ATSDR will be presented in
a separate document.

Pathways Analysis

To determine whether residents of Dover Township were or are exposed to contaminants
fromthe CGC site, the ATSDR and the NJDHSS eval uate the environmental and human components
that |ead to exposure. An exposure pathway consists of five elements: (1) asource of contamination;
(2) transport of the contaminants through an environmental medium; (3) apoint of human exposure;
(4) aroute of human exposure; and (5) a receptor population.

The ATSDR and the NJDHSS classify exposure pathwaysinto three groups: (1) completed
pathways, that is, those in which it is likely that some persons in the receptor population were
exposed, are being exposed, or will be exposed; (2) potential pathways, that is, those in which
exposure might have occurred, may be occurring, or may yet occur; and (3) eliminated pathways, that
is, those which can be eliminated from consideration because one of the five el ementsis missing and
will never be present, or in which no contaminants of concern can be identified. Completed or
potential pathways, discussed below, may be interrupted by remedia actions or public health
interventions.
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Completed Human Exposur e Pathways
Holly Street Community Water Supply Wells

The ATSDR and the NJDHSS have determined that there was a compl eted human exposure
pathway to CGC-related contaminants through ingestion of water from the community water supply
wells of the Holly Street well field, as documented in 1965 and 1966. Although the full nature and
magnitude of contamination is not known, thereisevidencethat certain Holly Street wells (#13, #14
and #18) were contaminated with aniline-based dyes and nitrobenzene in those years. The source of
the CGC site-related contaminants appears to have been surface water from the Toms River drawn
down into the groundwater and into the shallow Holly Street wells (TRCC, 1966b; CDM, 1994d).

The duration of exposure through this pathway cannot be determined, since data are lacking
before 1965 and after 1966. The CGC began the processof discharging liquid chemical wasteto the
TomsRiverin 1952. Holly Street wells#13 and #14 were in operation beginning in 1946 and 1953,
respectively. Holly Street well #18 wasinstalled in 1965. It ispossible, therefore, that wells#13 and
#14 may have been contaminated before 1965, depending on the nature of groundwater and surface
water interaction in those years. Construction of the outfall pipelinein 1966 reduced the amount of
pollutant discharge to the river, but, as noted previously, discharge to the river continued from
disposal areas at the CGC site. Holly Street well #13 wassealed in 1967. Well #14 wasin operation
until 1975 and was sedled in 1983. Waell #18 was in operation until 1980, and was also sealed in
1983.

The total number of persons associated with this exposure pathway in the past is difficult to
determine. Exposure potential isdependent upon the dynamicsof thewater system during the period
in question, and the location of potentially affected residences relative to the Holly Street point of
entry within the water system. Overall, approximately 35,500 persons were receiving community
water in 1965. Becausethe Holly Street well field was one of two major water sources operating in
1965 and 1966, the number of people receiving at least some of their water from this source is
potentially large.

Private Wells: Cardinal Drive/Oak Ridge Parkway Area

The ATSDR and the NJDHSS have determined that there was a human exposure pathway
associated with the use of private wells in the Cardina Drive/Oak Ridge Parkway area. Private
residential wellsin this neighborhood that were found to be contaminated with VOCs were reported
by the USEPA to be used for irrigation and/or non-potable domestic purposes at the time of sampling
(198510 1988). Use of private well water for non-potable purposes may result in exposure through
dermal contact and inhalation of volatile components, although the magnitude of exposure through
use of wellsfor irrigation or other outdoor purposesislikely to be smaller than from the use of well
water for household potable purposes. Since hook-up to the community water supply was not
mandatory , it ispossible that private wellsin the Cardinal Drive/Oak Ridge Parkway areawere used
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for potable and other household purposes prior to the sampling period. For these reasons, the
ATSDR and the NJDHSS consider it likely that use of private wells in the past constituted a
completed exposure pathway through inhalation, dermal, and possibly ingestion routes.

Between 1986 and 1991, and in accordance with the ROD, the CGC offered to compensate
homeowners for costs associated with sealing affected wells, and 15 wells were eventually sealed,
thereby interrupting this exposure pathway. The number of persons exposed in the past through the
private well pathway cannot be determined.

A summary of the completed human exposure pathways associated the CGC siteis presented
in the following table.
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Completed Human Exposur e Pathways Associated with the Ciba-Geigy Cor poration Site

Pathway Name Source Environmental Point of Route of Exposed Contaminants
Media Exposure Exposure Population (Time
Documented)
Community water | CGC Site Groundwater (via Residencesand | Ingestion, Residents receiving Dyesand
supply wells at Surface Water) other locations inhalation, community water nitrobenzene
Holly Street served by water | dermd from Holly Street (1965-1966)
from the Holly contact well field (Number
Street well field unknown)
Private Wdlls, CGC Site Groundwater Residenceswith | Dermd Residents using VOCs
Cardinal private wells contact, contaminated (1985-1988)
Drive/Oak Ridge inhalation, private wells
Parkway area and possibly | (Number
ingestion unknown)
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Private Wellsin Other Areas

Samples of some private residential wells in other areas near the site and along the outfall
pipeline contained metals or low levels of VOCs. Although these contaminants are not CGC site-
related, a completed human exposure pathway exists or existed in the past to these substances.
Effortsto interrupt this pathway and to reduce exposure to lead and mercury were undertaken in the
Coulter Street and other areas through well closures and provision of alternate sources of water.
Residents participating in the NJDHSS/ATSDR private well sampling with elevated lead levelswere
provided informational material advising them on methods to reduce lead exposure.

Potential Pathways
Airborne Contaminants

In 1986, quantitative air monitoring was conducted in the vicinity of the marshland in the
Winding River Park on the east bank of the Toms River (Radian, 1986; Radian, 1988). Severd
VOCs possibly related to the CGC site (benzene, chlorobenzene, chloroform, tetrachloroethylene,
trichloroethylene, toluene) were detected, indicating the potential for exposure to airborne VOCs
during recreational use of the park or in nearby residential areas.

Odor complaints were periodically received by the Dover Township Board of Health (and
later the Ocean County Health Department) from residents east and south of the CGC property.
These complaints were typically investigated using standard instruments (flame ionization and
photoionization detectors); no evidence of significant airborne contamination was documented.
However, sincethesesurvey instrumentsarerel atively insensitive (minimum detection limitsareabout
1 ppm for most VOCs), the potential inhalation pathway involving airborne emissions from CGC
property may not have been fully characterized. Since CGC has been inactive since 1996, the
likelihood of current exposure to any airborne contaminants emanating from the plant site appears
to be minimal.

Contaminated Soils

There had been apotential for trespassersto be exposed to site-rel ated contami nants through
direct contact with contaminated soils on-site (ATSDR, 1988a). However, this potential pathway
islikely to be interrupted through site security measures at the CGC site.

Winding River Park

Although sediments and surface water of the marshland in Winding River Park exhibited site-
related contamination, this pathway was not considered by the ATSDR to be of public health
significance because exposures to marsh air, sediments, and water would tend to be infrequent and
of short duration (ATSDR, 1991a, CDM, 1993b).
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Public Health Implications

The public health implications of completed exposure pathways in the past will now be
considered. Several contaminants were confirmed to be present in water from private wells and
community water supply wells at levels above health-based Comparison Values. (See Appendix for
definitions and uses of Comparison Vaues.) The NJDHSS and the ATSDR have further evaluated
the public health significance of past exposures to these contaminants through an examination of
relevant toxicologic and epidemiologic information. In addition, this section will include a brief
summary of the findings of an analysis of childhood cancer incidence data for Dover Township.

Childhood Cancer Incidencein Dover Township

TheNJDHSS and the ATSDR reviewed cancer incidence datain the period 1979 to 1995 for
Dover Township as part of the Public Health Response Plan. Findings are described in a separate
Public Health Consultation by the NJDHSS and the ATSDR (NJDHSS, 1997d). Dover Township
was the only municipality in Ocean County in which overall childhood cancer incidence (ages up to
19 years) was statistically elevated. Ninety cases were observed in the 17-year period, compared to
67 that would have been expected if childhood cancer rates were the same in the Township asin the
entire State of New Jersey. Leukemia incidence was elevated in Dover Township, particularly in
females under the age of five years. In the Toms River section of the township, overal childhood
cancer was elevated (24 observed vs. 14 expected). Both leukemiaand brain/central nervous system
cancers were elevated, with the excess occurring primarily in female children under age five.

Toxicologic and Epidemiologic Evaluation for Adultsand Children
Community Water Supply Well Pathway

The nature, magnitude and duration of exposure to CGC site-related contaminants through
the distribution of water to the community from the Holly Street well field is not fully known. As
noted before, diazotizable amines (measured as aniling) and nitrobenzene were measured in certain
wellsin 1965 and 1966, but concentrations in the distribution system have not been documented.
Contaminant concentrations measured at the well are not necessarily accurate representations of
levels to which individua households or sections of Dover Township may have been exposed.

Thefull nature of the contaminationisnot known. Dye manufacturing operationsat the Toms
River Plant involved the use and production of many classes of chemicals. Anthraquinone dye
production involved the use of anthracene, aniline, benzene, nitrobenzenes, chlorobenzenes,
chlorotoluenes, acids, metals, and other chemicals. Azo dye production involved the use of
naphthalene, nitrobenzenes, aniline, phenol, benzidine, naphthylamine, o-toluidine, solvents, acids,
and other chemicals. The following discussion describes the known toxicological characteristics of
certain dyes and intermediates that are associated with Toms River Plant operations, and the results
of epidemiologic follow-up of workers formerly employed at the facility.
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Azo Dyes

Azo dyesareafamily of synthetic chemicals of varying structure and complexity. Dyes may
be metabolized in the body into benzidine or other aromatic amines. Studies of experimental animals
exposed to certain azo dyes and to benzidine demonstrate the potential for carcinogenicity. Target
organs for carcinogenicity appear to be the liver, kidney and bladder. Epidemiologic studies of
workers exposed occupationally to benzidine and azo dyes have found increased risks of bladder
cancer (ATSDR, 1997a). Benzidineisclassified by the International Agency for Research on Cancer
as a human carcinogen, while certain benzidine-based dyes have been classified as probable human
carcinogens (ATSDR, 19974). No specific information is available regarding risks to children from
exposure to these chemicals.

Aniline

The target organs of aniline toxicity in humans are reported to be the spleen and
hematopoietic (blood) system. Methemoglobinemiamay result from highlevelsof exposure. Animal
studies (rats) have shown decreased mean pup weights and fetal hypoxia as a result of maternal
methemoglobinemia from high doses (ATSDR, 1997a).

The USEPA has concluded that aniline is a probable human carcinogen based upon the
induction of spleen and body cavity tumorsinrats. No adequate studieswerelocated by the ATSDR
regarding cancer in humans after exposure to aniline. One epidemiologic study (Ward, 1996)
investigated the excess occurrence of bladder tumors in workers in the chemical dye industry, but
results were confounded by exposure to other agents (o-toluidine and 4-aminobiphenyl). Based on
the animal toxicology data, the ATSDR estimates that one additional case of cancer would be
expected in a population of 100,000 persons from a lifetime of exposure to 60 pg/l of aniline in
drinking water (ATSDR 1997a). However, because of uncertainty regarding several exposure
factors, an individual’ s theoretical increased risk of cancer could be higher or lower.

Nitrobenzene

Little is known of the toxicologic effects of oral exposure to nitrobenzene. The primary
systemic effect resulting from oral exposure to nitrobenzene is methemoglobin formation (resulting
in decreased tissue oxygenation and a decrease in overall metabolism) (ATSDR, 1990). No other
information is available regarding hepatic, renal, immunologic, developmental, reproductive, or
genotoxic effects associated with oral exposure to nitrobenzene. The ATSDR reports no
toxicological studiesregarding carcinogenesisin animals or humans resulting from oral exposureto
nitrobenzene.

Other Dye Intermediates
Literature searches by USEPA contractors of several chemical and toxicological databases
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located toxicity information on a number of the TICs in surface and sub-surface soils, and toxicity
profiles have been prepared for Ciba-Geigy on 14 of these surface soil TICs (CDM, 1994b; CDM,
1995). In general, toxicological information on these speciesis sparse.

Toms River Plant Epidemiologic Study

A study of mortality of former Toms River Plant workers found excess deaths from bladder,
kidney, and central nervous system cancers in those workers who had previoudly been employed by
the Cincinnati Chemica Works(CCW), which had produced and used theknown bladder carcinogens
benzidine and &-naphthylamine (Delzell et al, 1989). Increased mortality from lung cancer was also
observed among former maintenance workers at the Toms River Plant, and stomach and central
nervous system cancersamong azo dye production workersat the TomsRiver Plant. A recent update
of this study (Sathiakumar and Delz€ll, 1998), with additional years of follow-up of former workers,
generally confirmed the earlier findings.

Private Well Pathway: Cardinal Drive/Oak Ridge Parkway Area

A completed human exposure pathway to CGC site-related VOCs (benzene, chloroform,
trichloroethylene, andtetrachl oroethylene) likely existed throughtheuseof privatewellsfor irrigation
and possibly potable purposes in the past, in the Cardina Drive/Oak Ridge Parkway area. Actua
exposure levels to VOCs would be dependent on the specific uses of contaminated water. The
following isadiscussion of toxicologic and epidemiologic studies of exposure to these VOCs, with
emphasis on weight-of-evidence considerations related to childhood cancer.

Chloroform

Chloroform occurred at concentrationsin the groundwater significantly above the respective
ATSDR cancer risk evaluation guide (CREG) value of 6 pg/l. The liver is the primary target of
chloroform toxicity in humans and laboratory animals exposed orally, as indicated by blood
biochemistry tests of liver enzymes. The kidneys are also major targets of chloroform toxicity in
humans, asindicated by increased blood ureanitrogen and creatinine levels. Epidemiological studies
have suggested an association between bladder and possibly colorectal cancers in humans and
consumption of chlorinated drinking water from surface sources (which may contain chloroform and
other trihalomethanes at concentrations ranging from tens to hundreds of micrograms per liter), but
theresultsare not conclusive (Cantor, 1997). Chloroformisusually the predominant trihalomethane
found in chlorinated drinking water.

Although the data on human subjects are equivocal, chloroform has been classified as a
probable human carcinogen on the basis of experimental animal studies (ATSDR, 1998). Mice that
are exposed to high doses of chloroform can develop liver cancer, but the cancer appears to be
secondary to chloroform-induced tissue damage and repair. Based upon a large number of
genotoxicity assays, neither chloroform nor its metabolites appear to have adirect mutagenic activity,
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implying that low dose exposures to chloroform that do not cause direct liver toxicity, would not
produce a carcinogenic effect.

Benzene

Occupationa exposure to benzene and benzene-contai ning mixtures can result in damage to
the blood-forming system (ATSDR, 1997d). Several studies of rubber workers have shown an
increased risk of acute myelogenous leukemia and possibly other cancers. Experimenta animal
studies also indicate that high-level benzene exposure can lead to the devel opment of multiple tumor
types. Benzeneis classified as aknown human carcinogen (ATSDR, 1997d). It isnot known what
effects exposure to benzene might have on the developing human fetus. Studies with pregnant
animas show that breathing benzene has harmful effects on the developing fetus. These effects
include low birth weight, delayed bone formation and bone marrow damage (ATSDR, 1997d).
Although some of thewellsinthe Cardina Drive/Oak Ridge Parkway area contained benzene above
the MCL of 1 pg/l, the exposure levelsin the occupationa epidemiologic studies were much higher
than those that could have been experienced by residents.

Trichloroethylene and Tetrachloroethylene

The effects of exposure to trichloroethylene (TCE) and tetrachloroethylene
(perchloroethylene, or PCE) have been evaluated in scientific studiesfor their possible impact upon
human health. TCE and PCE are classified as probable human carcinogens by the International
Agency for Research on Cancer (IARC, 1995) based on the weight of evidence from laboratory
animd experimentsand limited human epidemiol ogic studies. Laboratory animal shave been exposed
to these chemicals via contaminated air, drinking water, and food. The results of these studies
indicatethat the nervous system and liver, and to alesser degree thekidney and heart, arethe primary
organs of adult animals affected by these VOCs (ATSDR, 1997f; ATSDR, 1997g). Following long-
term, high level exposure, TCE has been shown to produce liver cancer in mice and kidney and
testicular tumorsinrats (ATSDR, 1997f; IARC, 1995). Chronic, high level PCE exposure produces
liver cancer in miceand kidney tumorsand mononuclear cell leukemiainrats(ATSDR, 1997g; IARC,
1995). The exposure levels needed to cause these adverse impacts in laboratory animals are many
times higher than exposure level sthat could have occurred through the use of contaminated drinking
water (ATSDR, 1997f; ATSDR, 1997g).

Extrapolating animal toxicity datato predict humanrisk isoften controversial andisespecially
so inthe case of TCE, since some of the mechanismsimplicated in its effects on animals do not exist
inhumans. For instance, TCE-induced peroxisomeproliferation, apotential precursor toliver cancer,
is common in rodents but not in humans. In addition, kidney tumors seen in male rats following
exposureto TCE and other chlorinated V OCsare believed to be caused by the accumulation of alpha-
2u-globulin in intracellular lysosomes. This histopathological alteration does not occur in humans,
so the relevance of this pathological mechanism to human carcinogenesis is uncertain.
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Epidemiologica studies of occupationally-exposed workers suggest an association between
long-term inhalation exposureto high levelsof TCE andincreased risk of liver and biliary tract cancer
and non-Hodgkin’ slymphoma (IARC, 1995; ATSDR, 1997f). Increased risksof esophageal cancer,
cervical cancer, and non-Hodgkin' slymphomahave been observed in workers exposed to high levels
of PCE (IARC, 1995; ATSDR, 1997g). Participants in the ATSDR TCE Exposure Subregistry
(approximately 4,300 individua swith exposureto TCE indrinking at levelsranging from 2 to 19,000
pg/l for as long as 18 years) have reported a variety of health problems at rates above national
averages. However, only therate for strokeswas reported to increase with increasing concentration
of TCE in drinking water. Results from the Subregistry have not documented any increased
occurrence of cancer in the study population (ATSDR, 1999).

Children may be particularly susceptible to the toxic effects of chemicals; fetuses may also be
sengitivetotoxic effectsif the chemical s can crossthe placenta barrier. Recent epidemiologic studies
suggest that fetal exposure to VOCs in drinking water could result in adverse health effects. The
NJDHSS eva uated the effects of VOCs in drinking water on birth outcomes in an area of northern
New Jersey (Bove et al., 1995). This exploratory study found that maternal residence during
pregnancy in areas with TCE-contaminated drinking water was associated with an increased risk of
birth defects of the neural tube and oral cleft. Exposure to PCE during pregnancy was associated
with an increased risk of oral cleft defects. The authors concluded that their study by itself cannot
determine whether the drinking water contaminants caused the reported adverse birth outcomes. A
recent ATSDR study of exposure to VOCs in drinking water and occurrence of adverse pregnancy
outcomeswas conducted at theU.S. Marine CorpsBase at Camp LeJeune, North Carolina(ATSDR,
1997¢). Decreased mean birth weight and increased small for gestational age babies were reported
for two potentialy susceptible subgroups: infants of mothers older than 35 years of age and infants
of motherswith histories of fetal death. Thisstudy provideslimited evidencefor acausal relationship
between exposure to VOCs and the reproductive and developmental effects evaluated.

A study of childhood leukemia conducted in Woburn, Massachusetts concluded that the
incidence of childhood leukemia was associated with the mother’s potential for exposure to water
from specific wells contaminated with TCE and PCE, particularly for exposure during pregnancy
(MDPH, 1997). The study did not find any association between the development of childhood
leukemia and the child’'s exposure to contaminated water after birth. The Woburn study should be
interpreted with caution, however, since small numbers of study subjects led to imprecise estimates
of risk. A study by the NJDHSS found a statistically elevated rate of childhood leukemiain towns
served by community water supplies contaminated with TCE and PCE in the years 1979 to 1987
(before current drinking water regulations had been implemented), compared to towns without a
history of such contamination (Cohn et al., 1994). Overal, the associationsdrawn from theselimited
epidemiologica data in humans are suggestive, yet inconclusive, that exposure to these VOCs
through drinking water may cause birth defects or childhood leukemia in children exposed while a
fetus. ATSDR and othersare conducting or sponsoring research to clarify this possible relationship.
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Private Well Pathways in Other Areas (Not CGC-Ste-related)

Lead and mercury were detected in severa private residential wells as described above,
although these contaminantsare unlikely to be CGC site-related. Lead istoxictothe nervoussystem,
particularly inthefetusand young children whose nervous systemsare undergoing rapid devel opment
(ATSDR, 1997b). To protect against the neurotoxic effects of lead, the USEPA has promulgated
an Action Level of 15 pg/l for lead in drinking water for community water systems. If lead
concentrations in well water were sustained above the Action Level throughout the day, they could
pose a public health hazard, particularly to a developing fetus or a young child. Carcinogenicity
studies of rodents exposed to high levels of lead are equivocal. The available data on the
carcinogenicity of lead following ingestion by laboratory animals indicate that lead acetate and lead
phosphate are carcinogenic, and that the most common tumor response is renal tumors. However,
the animal studies are limited in their usefulness since they involved small group sizes (ATSDR,
1997b). Asaresult, it isnot possible to extrapolate from the carcinogenic effects of high level acute
oral exposure in ratsto low level chronic exposure in humans (ATSDR, 1997Dh).

The health effects of mercury are variable and dependent upon its form: metallic mercury,
inorganic mercuric compounds, or organic mercury. The target organs for mercury toxicity are the
kidney and nervous system. The ATSDR Toxicological Profile for Mercury presented no studies
regarding carcinogenesis in humans with respect to oral exposure to inorganic or organic mercury
(ATSDR, 1997c). Animal research studies have shown asignificant increase of rena tumorsin rats
exposed orally to organic mercury (methyl mercuric chloride or phenylmercuric acetate). Ora
exposure to mercuric chloride has also shown an increase in renal tumorsin rats.

Conclusions
Hazard Category for the Ciba-Geigy Cor poration Site

Based upon a weight-of-evidence analysis of the health and environmenta information
compiled, each Public Health Assessment assigns a hazard category (see Appendix) in response to
the public health risk posed by the site being evaluated. Each category relates to a set of additional
actions or interventions that may be considered by the ATSDR, the NJDHSS or other public health
agencies, as well as recommendations for further action to the USEPA, the NJDEP, or other
environmental agencies.

The Ciba-Geigy Corporation Toms River Plant site is considered by the ATSDR and the
NJDHSS to have represented a public health hazard because of past exposures. This
determination is based upon the following considerations, taken together: 1) the presence of a
completed exposure pathway in the past through the community water supply to dyes and possibly
other chemicals, to apotentially large population; 2) the presence of acompleted exposure pathway
through the use of private wells (for irrigation and possibly for potable use at some timein the past)
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in the Cardinal Drive/Oak Ridge Parkway to VOCs; 3) toxicological evauations; 4) epidemiologic
studies from other communities and workplaces suggesting that exposure to dyes and VOCs may
increase the risk of certain cancers and other adverse health outcomes; and 5) the presence of an
excess of childhood cancers in the community.

Certain wells at the Holly Street well field of the community water supply were documented
to be contaminated in 1965 and 1966 with dyesor dyeintermediates, nitrobenzene, and possibly other
chemicals. Thenature, magnitude and duration of exposureto these contaminantsisnot fully known,
and the toxicologica characteristics of some of the chemicals are not well understood. Since the
Holly Street well field was a principal source of water for the community water supply at that time,
alarge number of persons were likely exposed to contaminated water. Groundwater beneath the
CGC dite has been contaminated with high levels of VOCs, metals, and possibly other chemicals.
Contaminated groundwater has migrated off-site, and private irrigation wells in the Cardina
Drive/Oak Ridge Parkway area adjacent to the CGC site were found to be contaminated with VOCs
and metalsin the mid-1980s. Use of private irrigation wells may result in exposure through dermal
contact or inhalation of VOCs or dermal contact; if wells in the area had been used for potable
purposes in earlier years, exposure potential could have been higher. Although uncertainties in
exposure and toxicological information make the assessment of public health implications difficult,
further epidemiologic evaluation is warranted in order to evaluate the public health significance of
past exposures to contaminants from the site.

Current conditions indicate that although groundwater remains contaminated at levels of
public health concern, completed human exposure pathwaysto contaminantsfrom the CGC sitehave
been interrupted. The exposure pathway associated with the community water supply wells of the
Holly Street well field was reduced and/or interrupted through the construction of an outfall pipeline
to re-direct wastewater from the Toms River to the Atlantic Ocean. The exposure pathway
associated with private wells in the Cardinal Drive/Oak Ridge Parkway areas has been interrupted
through awell testing and sealing initiative by the CGC and the USEPA, and regulatory efforts by
the Ocean County Health Department to monitor the installation of, and ensure the quality of, new
wellsin potentially affected areas. For these reasons the ATSDR and the NJDHSS have concluded
that currently there are no documented completed human exposure pathways associated with the
CGC site, and thus, are categorizing the CGC site as representing no apparent public health
hazar d under present conditions. Should the ATSDR or the NJDHSS become aware of additional
information regarding CGC-related human exposure pathways, this determination may be
reconsidered.

On-site source areas remain contaminated. Disposition of on-site contaminants is being
addressed by the USEPA through a remedial action plan (for Operable Unit 2). Because there
remains apotential for future exposure pathwaysto site-related contaminantsif on-site areasremain
unremediated, the ATSDR and the NJDHSS support remedial actions serving to interrupt exposure
pathways.
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Other potentia exposure pathwaysin the past include inhalation of air contaminantsfrom on-
site manufacturing and waste disposal activities. With the closure of operations at the Toms River
Plant, the air pathway isinterrupted. In addition, site security measures have likely interrupted the
potential for exposure of trespassersto on-site contaminated soils. Human exposure to contaminants
in soils, sediments and surface waters in the marshland areas adjacent to the Toms River isunlikely.
There is no evidence that breaks in the outfall pipeline have resulted in human exposure to CGC-
related contaminants through contaminated soils, sediments or groundwater, although other
contaminants were evident in some of the private residential wells sampled.

Recommendations
Cease/Reduce Exposure Recommendations

The ATSDR and the NJDHSS support continuing efforts by the USEPA and Ciba Specialty
Chemicasto contain and remove contaminants in the Upper Sand Aquifer associated with the Ciba
Geigy Corporation site. In addition, the ATSDR and the NJDHSS support restrictions on the use
and construction of private wellsin areas known to be affected by CGC site-related contamination.

The ATSDR andthe NJDHSS a so support effortsto remediate on-site source areasto reduce
the threat of further contamination of groundwater and prevent future exposure. The ATSDR
determined that the USEPA’s proposed remedial alternative for soils at the CGC site will be
protective of the public health over the long term (ATSDR, 2000).

Because certain metals and low levels of VOCs (not related to the CGC site) were detected
in some of the private wells sampled during the former outfall pipeline monitoring program, owners
of these wells should be contacted to ascertain whether wells are currently active. If so, the owner
should be offered the opportunity to test the well for current water quality.

Existing security measures should be reviewed in order to preclude unauthorized access to
contaminated on-site areas.

Public Health Recommendation

Based upon review of completed human exposure pathways at the CGC site, and in
conjunction with the concerns of the community regarding the incidence of childhood cancer,
consideration of CGC site-related exposure pathways in the on-going epidemiologic investigation
by the NJDHSS and the ATSDR iswarranted. Estimates of exposure to water through this pathway
should include the use of private wells and community water supply wells. To account for the
complex dynamics of acommunity water system, water system models should be employed to trace
the flow of water from the Holly Street well field to points in the distribution system.
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Public Health Action Plan

ThePublicHealth Action Plan (PHAP) for Ciba-Geigy Corporation sitecontainsadescription

of the actionsto be taken at or in the vicinity of the site. The purpose of the PHAP is to ensure that
this Public Health Assessment not only identifies public health hazards, but providesaplan of action
designed to mitigate and prevent adverse human health effects resulting from exposure to hazardous
substances in the environment. Included is a commitment on the part of ATSDR and NJDHSS to
monitor this plan to ensure its implementation. The public health actions undertaken or planned are
asfollows:

Public Health Actions Undertaken by the ATSDR/NJDHSS

1)

2)

3)

4)

1)

2)

3)

Ciba-Geigy Corporation Site

The NJDHSS and the ATSDR have evaluated available information to determine the public
health significance of past and present human exposure pathways associated with the CGC
site.

The NJDHSS acquired and conducted analyses of samples of monitoring wells associated
with the CGC site. These data have been reviewed and are being summarized by NJDHSS in
a separate document.

The ATSDR Division of Toxicology has reviewed existing toxicological literature with
respect to several dyes and dye intermediates used at the Toms River Plant.

The ATSDR has evaluated the hedth protectiveness of remedial plans developed by the
USEPA for on-site source areas.

General

The NJDHSS and the ATSDR conducted analyses of private wells as part of an exposure
investigation. Test results were communicated to participants, together with an offer of
assistance in interpreting data, recommendations for minimizing exposure, and educational
materials regarding the health issues associated with results.

The NJDHSS and the ATSDR have prepared a Public Health Consultation describing a
review and analysisof childhood cancer incidence datafor Dover Township during the period
1979 to 1995 (NJDHSS, 1997d).

The NJDHSS and the ATSDR (Division of Health Studies) are conducting an epidemiologic
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study of childhood cancers in Dover Township. The study will examine whether
environmental exposures (including but not limited to completed pathways associated with
the CGC site) and other risk factors are associated with the incidence of these diseases. The
ATSDR is developing a community water supply distribution system model which will be
used in the epidemiol ogic study to estimate past exposureto water from the Holly Street well
field and other points of entry. An Interim Report of this study was released to the publicin
December 1999.

In response to concerns about childhood brain cancer in severa states, the ATSDR has
initiated a multi-state epidemiologic study to explore therole of environmental risk factors
in the development of childhood brain cancer. Findings from this study may be applicable
to diverse areas and populations.

The ATSDR (Division of Health Education and Promotion) and the NJDHSS have
implemented a variety of physician and community education initiatives as part of the Public
Health Response Plan, including:

Health Care Provider Education

*  The NJDHSS distributed Resource Guides for Health Care Providers to approximately
100 physicians in Ocean County.

*  The NJDHSS developed and distributed a series of Health Care Provider Updates to
approximately 430 physiciansand physician groups and 30 school nursesinthearea. The
first Update in the series (August 1996) reviewed the Public Health Response Plan. A
survey of educational needs was sent with the first Update; 77 physicians responded to
the survey, with 33 requesting additional informational materials. Physicians were most
interested in professional seminars and patient education materials on genera pollution
issues. Six additional Health Care Provider Updates have been completed and
distributed by the NJDHSS: information on the Ciba-Geigy and Reich Farm Health
Public Health Assessments, the initia results of the community water supply
investigation, cancer incidence statistics, the epidemiological study protocol, and a
summary of the Interim Report of the childhood cancer epidemiologic study.

Community Education

* Hedth Care Provider Updates and Resource Guides have been made available to area
residents upon request.

*  Progress reports of the Dover Township childhood cancer investigation were devel oped

for distribution to concerned citizens in September 1997 and May 1998 by the NJDHSS
and the ATSDR.
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* In cooperation with the ATSDR, the Environmental and Occupational Health Sciences
Institute provided curriculum training in environmental health issuesfor primary school
teachers of the Toms River school district.

Public Health Actions Planned

1)

2)

3)

4)

General

The ATSDR and the NJDHSS are preparing, in the form of a Public Health Consultation, a
summary and evaluation of the 1997 exposure investigation data and their public heath
significance.

The ATSDR and the NJDHSS will coordinate with the Ocean County Health Department to
offer water quality testing to owners of private residential wellsthat were part of the former
outfall pipeline monitoring program.

The NJDHSS will contact local health officials and community |eaders to assess the need for
futurecommunity educational activity. Site-specific educationa materialswill be prepared and
disseminated as necessary. Periodically, new Progress Reports and Health Care Provider
Updates will be developed and distributed.

The ATSDR and the NJDHSS will reevaluate and revise this Public Health Action Plan
(PHAP) as warranted. New environmental, toxicological or health outcome data, or the
results of implementing the above proposed actions may determine the need for additional
actions at the CGC site by the NJDHSS and/or the ATSDR.
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Certification

ThisPublic Health Assessment for the Ciba-Geigy Corporation site was prepared by the New
Jersey Department of Health and Senior Services (NJDHSS) under acooperative agreement with the
Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR). It is in accordance with approved
methodology and procedures existing at the time the Public Health Assessment was begun.

Gregory V. Ulirsch
Technical Project Officer
Superfund Site Assessment Branch (SSAB)
Division of Health Assessment and Consultation (DHAC)
ATSDR

The Division of Hedth Assessment and Consultation, ATSDR, has reviewed this Public
Health Assessment and concurs with its findings.

Richard E. Gillig
Chief, SSAB, DHAC
ATSDR
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Description of Comparison Values

ATSDR'’s comparison values are media-specific concentrations that are considered to be ‘ safe’ under
default conditions of exposure. They are used as screening vaues in the preliminary identification of site-
specific chemical substances that the health assessor has selected for further evaluation of potential health
effects.

Generdly, achemical is selected for evaluation because its maximum concentration in air, water, or
soil at the Site exceed one of ATSDR’ scomparison values. However, it cannot be emphasi zed strongly enough
that comparison values are not thresholds of toxicity. While concentrations at or below the relevant
comparison value may reasonably be considered safe, it does not automatically follow that any environmental
concentration that exceeds a comparison value would be expected to produce adverse hedlth effects. Indeed,
thewhol e purpose behind conservative, health-based standards and guidelinesisto enable health professionals
to recognize and resolve potential public health problems before they become actual health hazards. The
probability that adverse health outcomes will actually occur as a result of exposure to environmental
contaminants depends on site-specific conditions and individual lifestyle and genetic factors that affect the
route, magnitude, and duration of actual exposure, and not solely on environmental concentrations.

Screening values based on non-cancer effects are generally based on the level at which no health
adverse health effects (or the lowest level associated with health effects) found in animal or (less often) human
studies, and include a cumulative margin of safety (varioudly called safety factors, uncertainty factors, and
modifying factors) that typically range from 10-fold to 1,000-fold or more. By contrast, cancer-based
screening values are usually derived by linear extrapolation with statistical models from animal data obtained
at high exposure doses, because human cancer incidence data for very low levels of exposure are rarely
available. Cancer risk estimates are intended to represent the upper limit of risk, based on the available data.

Listed and described below arethe types of comparison valuesthat the ATSDR and the NJDHSS used
in this Public Health Assessment:

Cancer Risk Evaluation Guides (CREGS) are estimated concentrations of contaminantsin an environmental
medium (such as drinking water) that are expected to cause no more than one excess cancer case for every
million persons who are continuously exposed to the concentration for an entire lifetime (equaling arisk of 1
x 10°). These concentrationsare cal culated fromthe USEPA’ scancer slopefactors, whichindicatetherelative
potency of carcinogenic chemicals. Only chemicals that are known or suspected of being carcinogenic have
CREG comparison values.

Environmental Media Evaluation Guides (EMEGSs) and Reference Dose Media Evaluation Guides
(RMEGS) are estimates of chemical concentrationsin an environmenta medium (such asdrinking water) that
are not likely to cause an appreciable risk of deleterious, non-cancer health effects, for fixed durations of
exposure. These guides may be developed for specia sub-populations such as children. EMEGs are based on
ATSDR’'sminimal risk level (MRL) while RMEGs are based on the USEPA'’ s reference dose (RfD).

Other health-based guides may aso be used as comparison vaues, including drinking water maximum
contaminant levels (MCL ) established by the USEPA or the NJDEP.
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ATSDR’sInterim Public Health Hazard Categories

Categor y/Definition

Data Sufficiency

Criteria

A. Urgent Public Health Hazard

This category is used for sites where short-term
exposures (< 1 yr) to hazardous substances or
conditions could result in adverse health effects
that require rapid intervention.

The determination represents a professional
judgment based on critical data which ATSDR
has judged sufficient to support adecision. This
does not necessarily imply that the available data
are complete; in some cases additional data may
be required to confirm or further support the
decision made.

Evaluation of available relevant information*
indicated that site-specific conditions or likely
exposures have had, are having, or are likely to
have in the future, an adverse impact on human
health that requires immediate action or
intervention. Such site-specific conditions or
exposures may include the presence of serious
physical or safety hazards.

B. Public Health Hazard

This category is used for sites that pose a public
health hazard due to the existence of long-term
exposures (> 1 yr) to hazardous substances of
conditions that could result in adverse health
effects.

This determination represents a professional
judgment based on critical data which ATSDR
has judged sufficient to support adecision. This
does not necessarily imply that the available data
are complete; in some cases additional data may
be required to confirm or further support the
decision made.

Evaluation of available relevant information*
suggests that, under site-specific conditions of
exposure, long-term exposures to site-specific
contaminants (including radionuclides) have had,
are having, or are likely to have in the future, an
adverse impact that requires one or more public
health interventions. Such site-specific exposures
may include the presence of serious physical or
safety hazards.

C. Indeterminate Public Health Hazard

This category is used for sitesin which
“critical” data are insufficient with regard to
extent of exposure and/or toxicologic properties
at estimated exposure levels.

This determination represents a professional
judgment that critical data are missing and
ATSDR has judged the data are insufficient to
support adecision. This does not necessarily
imply al data are incomplete, but that some

additional data are required to support a decision.

The health assessor must determine, using
professional judgment, the “criticality” of such data
and likelihood that the data can be obtained and will
be obtained in atimely manner. Where some data
are available, even limited data, the health assessor
is encouraged to the extent possible to select other
hazard categories and to support their decision with
clear narrative that explains the limits of the data
and the rationale for the decision.
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Categor y/Definition

Data Sufficiency

Criteria

D. No Apparent Public Health Hazard

This category is used for sites where human
exposure to contaminated media may be
occurring, may have occurred in the past,
and/or may occur in the future, but the exposure
is not expected to cause any adverse health
effects.

This determination represents a professional
judgment based on critical data which ATSDR
considers sufficient to support adecision. This
does not necessarily imply that the available data
are complete; in some cases additional data may
be required to confirm or further support the
decision made.

Evaluation of available relevant information*
indicates that, under site-specific conditions of
exposure, exposures to site-specific contaminants in
the past, present, or future are not likely to result in
any adverse impact on human health.

E. No Public Health Hazard

This category is used for sites that, because of
the absence of exposure, do NOT pose a public
health hazard.

Sufficient evidence indicates that no human
exposures to contaminated media have occurred,
none are now occurring, an d none are likely to
occur in the future.

*

Such as environmental and demographic data; health outcome data; exposure data; community health concerns information;
toxicologic, medical and epidemiologic data; monitoring and management plans.
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Tablel. Chronology of selected activities at the Toms River Chemical Company/Ciba-Geigy
Corporation (CGC) Toms River Plant, 1952 to 1999.

Y ear Activity

1952 Anthraguinone dye manufacturing started; wastewater discharged to Toms River

1959 Azo dye and epoxy resin manufacturing started

1960 First wastewater treatment plant replaced; wastewater continues to be discharged to river
1966 Treated wastewater discharged to Atlantic Ocean through outfall pipeline

1977 Second wastewater treatment plant replaced

1983 Site added to National Priorities List

1984 Pipeline break at Bay Avenue/Vaughn Avenue

1985 Pipeline break at Bay Avenue/Vaughn Avenue

Ciba-Geigy installed purge-well system to intercept and treat groundwater contamination
59 monitoring wellsinstalled at CGC site

1986 Pipeline break at Oak Ridge Parkway

Treatment of wastewater with PACT (powdered activated charcoal treatment)
1987 USEPA residential well sampling begins (58 wells)
1988 ATSDR Public Health Assessment and two Health Consultations published

Operable Unit 1 (groundwater) Remedial Investigation published

Coulter Street/Whitesville Road well sampling

Pipeline break Bay Avenue/Hooper Avenue

Dye manufacturing ceased

Ground water baseline risk assessment (11 indicator chemicals) published

1989 Pipeline break at Mapletree Avenue/Old Freehold Road
USEPA issues Record of Decision for Operable Unit 1 (groundwater)
Occupational epidemiology study published

1991 Wastewater discharge to Atlantic ocean terminated
ATSDR Health Assessment Addenda published - marsh sediments/surface waters; soil TICs
Epoxy resin manufacturing ceased

1992 ATSDR Lead Initiative Summary Report published
ATSDR Health Consultation published - soil gases

1993 Revised Draft Source Area Remedial Investigation and Baseline Risk Assessment published
Cardinal Drive soil gas study
USEPA issues Explanation of Significant Differences

1994 On-site soil TIC investigation
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Y ear Activity
1995 NJDHSS childhood cancer incidence analysis for Dover Township, 1979-1991
1996 On-site groundwater treatment system operational

NJDHSS and ATSDR issue Public Health Response Plan
NJDHSS sampling of community water supply and exposure investigation begins
On-Site groundwater monitoring (SAMP 4)

1997 NJDHSS sampling of on- and off-site monitoring wells
NJIDHSS releases Public Health Consultation on childhood cancer incidence, 1979-1995
Design of NJDHSS epidemiologic study of childhood cancer in Dover Township initiated

1998 Long Term Monitoring Plan implemented

1999 Feasibility study issued for Operable Unit 2 (on-site source areas)

Note: Seepageiv for abbreviations used in the table.
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Table2. Comparison Values (CVs) and cleanup standards for groundwater pollutants to be
monitored under the Ciba-Geigy site Record of Decision (ROD), as amended by the
Explanation of Significant Difference (ESD), in micrograms per liter (ug/l, or parts per
billion).

Contaminant ATSDR ATSDR ATSDR Drinking ESD
Child CV or | Adult CV or CREG Water MCL Cleanup
USEPA USEPA Standard
Health Health
Advisory Advisory
Benzene -- -- 1 1 1
Chlorobenzene 4000 10000 NA 4 3
Chloroform 100 400 6 100 3
Dibromochloromethane 300 1000 04 100 55
1,2-Dichloroethane 2000 7000 04 2 2
Carbon tetrachloride 7 20 0.3 2 2
Ethylbenzene 1000 4000 NA 700 32
Toluene 200 700 NA 1000 26
1,1-Dichloroethylene 90 300 0.06 2 2
trans-1,3-Dichloropropene -- -- -- -- Monitor
Tetrachloroethylene 100 400 0.7 1 1
Trichloroethylene 20 70 3 1 1
1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane 3000 10000 0.2 - 2
1,1,1-Trichloroethane 40000 200 NA 26 15
Methylene chloride 600 2000 5 2 2
Dichlorobenzene 1000 75 -- 75 77 (ortho-)
31 (meta)
10 (para)
Bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate 200 700 3 6 30
Naphthalene 400 20 NA - 15
Nitrobenzene 5 20 NA - 10
Phenal 6000 20000 NA - 10
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Contaminant ATSDR ATSDR ATSDR Drinking ESD
Child CV or | Adult CV or CREG Water MCL Cleanup
USEPA USEPA Standard
Health Health
Advisory Advisory
1,2-Dichloroethylene 200 700 NA 10 10 (trans-)
(trans-) (trans-) 5 (cis)
1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene 100 70 NA 8 5
Vinyl Chloride 0.2 0.7 -- 2 2
Xylenes 2000 7000 NA 44 20
1,2-Dichloropropane 900 3000 NA 5 1
1,2,3-Trichloropropane 60 200 NA -- 20
Acrylonitrile 100 400 0.06 -- 50
Benzidine 30 100 0.0002 -- 50
Methyl ethyl ketone 6000 20000 NA -- 150
Acetone 1000 4000 NA -- 700
4-Chlorotoluene 2000 100 NA - Monitor
2-Chloroethylvinylether -- -- -- -- Monitor
2-Chlorotoluene 200 700 NA - Monitor
PCBs 0.2 0.7 0.02 0.5 0.5
Styrene 2000 7000 NA 100 50
1,1,2-Trichloroethane 40 100 0.6 5 2
Arsenic 3 10 0.02 50 8
Barium 700 2000 NA 2000 --
Cadmium 7 20 -- 5 3
Chromium 200 100 NA 100 50
Copper -- -- NA 1300 10
(action level)
Selenium 20 70 NA 50 10
Iron -- -- NA 300 300
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Contaminant ATSDR ATSDR ATSDR Drinking ESD
Child CV or | Adult CV or CREG Water MCL Cleanup
USEPA USEPA Standard
Health Health
Advisory Advisory
Lead - - NA 15 10
(action level)
Manganese -- -- NA 50 --
Mercury -- -- NA 2 2
Nickel 200 700 NA 100 22
Zinc 3000 10000 NA 5000 15

Note: Seepageiv for abbreviations used in the table.

- None established

NA  Not applicable
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Table3. Resultsof chemical analysesof selected on-site groundwater monitoring wellsat the Ciba-Geigy Corporation site, 1998. Results
in micrograms per liter (ug/l, or parts per billion). Data source: Eckenfelder, 1999.
Primary Cohansey Lower Cohansey Other
Contaminant MCL ESD CREG Comparison
Well Well Well Well Well Well Values
0131 0134 0137 0194 1104 1119

1,2,3-Trichlorobenzene 490 640 -- 8 -- 40 (RMEG)
1,2,3-Trichloropropane 40 81 20 50 32 210 -- 20 -- 40 (LTHA)
1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene 1800 4300 14 0.8 8 5 -- 70 (LTHA)
cis-1,2-Dichloroethylene 34 12 72 24 950 10 5 -- 70 (LTHA)
1,2-Dichlorobenzene 370 3900 16 21 6.4 600 77 -- 600 (LTHA)
trans-1,2-Dichloroethylene 1.2 7.3 31 10 10 10 -- 100 (LTHA)
1,3-Dichlorobenzene 12 75 4.6 600 31 -- 600 (LTHA)
1,4-Dichlorobenzene 160 300 9.7 0.1 75 10 -- 75 (LTHA)
Acetone 1300 NM NM -- 700 -- 1000
Benzene 26 12 9.3 2 11 1 1 1 --
Chlorobenzene 1200 120 140 9.3 22 37 4 2 -- 100 (LTHA)
Ethylbenzene 2.4 2.4 700 32 -- 700 (LTHA)
Methylene chloride 6.3 15 0.8 17 7.3 2 2 5 600
Naphthalene 95 85 1.1 -- 15 -- 20 (LTHA)
o-Chlorotoluene 940 3000 0.6 -- Monitor -- 100 (LTHA)
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Primary Cohansey Lower Cohansey Other
Contaminant MCL ESD CREG Comparison
Well Well Well Well Well Well Values
0131 0134 0137 0194 1104 1119
p-Chlorotoluene 69 150 -- Monitor -- 100 (LTHA)
Styrene 100 50 - 100 (LTHA)
Tetrachloroethylene 42 230 1 1 0.7 100
Toluene 4.7 5 6.9 25 1000 26 - 200
Trichloroethylene 25 35 16 340 100 1200 1 1 3 2
Xylenes 11 6.9 1.9 44 2 -- 2000 (LTHA)
Arsenic 12 NM NM NM 50 8 0.02 3
Cadmium NM NM NM 5 3 - 7
Chromium NM NM NM 100 50 - 100
Lead 10.5 NM NM NM 15 10 - -
(action level)

Mercury 3.93 0.14 0.052 NM NM NM 2 2 - 2(LTHA)
Nickel NM NM NM 100 22 - 100 (LTHA)
Zinc 32 12 NM NM NM 5000 15 -- 2000 (LTHA)

Note:  See pageiv for abbreviations used in the table.

BOLD Exceeds MCL, ESD, or Comparison Value No entry Not detected

- Not Established NM Not measured

LTHA Longer Term Health Advisory
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Tabled4. Concentrations of contaminantsin untreated, blended groundwater extracted from Ciba
Gelgy dte extraction well, average value from January to March 1999, results in
micrograms per liter (ug/l, or parts per billion). Data source: Ciba, 1999a.

Contaminant Blended, Other
Untreated MCL ESD CREG Comparison
Water Values
1,1,1-Trichloroethane 0.8 26 15 -- 200 (LTHA)
1,1-Dichloroethylene 0.3 2 2 0.06 90
1,2,3-Trichlorobenzene 18 - 8 -- 40 (RMEG)
1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene 99 8 5 -- 70 (LTHA)
cis-1,2-Dichloroethylene 42 10 5 -- 70 (LTHA)
1,2-Dichlorobenzene 190 600 77 -- 600 (LTHA)
1,2-Dichloroethane 0.3 2 2 04 700 (LTHA)
1,2-Dichloropropane 1.2 5 1 -- 900
trans-1,2-Dichloroethylene 19 10 10 -- 100 (LTHA)
1,3-Dichlorobenzene 5.8 600 31 -- 600 (LTHA)
1,4-Dichlorobenzene 21 75 10 -- 75 (LTHA)
Benzene 3.8 1 1 1 --
Chlorobenzene 170 4 3 -- 100 (LTHA)
Chloroform 16 100 3 6 100
Ethylbenzene 15 700 32 - 700 (LTHA)
Naphthalene 12 - 15 - 20 (LTHA)
Nitrobenzene 31 - 10 -- 5 (RMEG)
o-Chlorotoluene 150 - Monitor -- 100 (LTHA)
p-Chlorotoluene 12 - Monitor -- 100 (LTHA)

Note:  Seepageiv for abbreviations used in the table.

BOLD Exceeds MCL, ESD, or Comparison Value LTHA = Longer Term Health Advisory
- Not Established RMEG = Reference Dose Media Evaluation Guide

59



Public Health Assessment: Ciba-Geigy Corporation

Table5. Results of metal and selected organic chemical analysesin soil samples collected by the New Jersey Department of Health and
Senior Services, 1996. Resultsin milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg, or parts per million). Data source: NJDHSS, 1997a.

Contaminant Old Freehold & Mapletree Sea Court Mall Bay and Vaughn Bay and West Child Comparison
Value
Arsenic 1.12-4.49 ND-0.943 1.68-4.58 1.6-6.3 20, 0.5 (CREG)
Cadmium ND-2.91 ND-2.72 ND ND-2.06 40
Chromium 13.9-19.5 2.95-5.92 8.24-15.5 7.16-28.5 50000 (RMEG)
Lead ND-63.3 ND-21.5 49.9-188 10.8-38.7 None
Mercury 0.035-0.084 ND-0.121 0.037-0.05 0.03-0.102 100
Fluoranthene 0.25J ND 0.52] 0.11-0.3J 2000 (RMEG)
Pyrene 0.16-0.19J ND 0.4 0.15-0.22J 2000 (RMEG)
Diethylphthalate 0.22-0.28 J 0.29J ND ND 40000 (RMEG)

Note: Seepageiv for abbreviations used in the table.

J Estimated value

ND Not Detected
RMEG Reference Dose Media Evaluation Guide

CREG Cancer Risk Evaluation Guide
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Table6. Resultsof metal and selected organic chemical analysesin sediment samples collected by the New Jersey Department of Health
and Senior Services, 1996. Resultsin milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg, or parts per million). Results are compared to NJDEP
Sediment Guidance or to Ontario (ONT) Ministry of the Interior Sediment Guidelines. Data source: NJDHSS, 1997a.

Contaminant Sea Breezy Raleigh Bachelor Bay Lea L akehurst L akehurst JC82 JC82 NJDEP ONT
Court Oaks

Fluoranthene 1.19 3.88 ND 7.72 177 0.62 ND 0.68 ND 0.65 --
Pyrene 115 2.70 ND 7.76 177 112 ND ND ND 0.35 --
Bis(2- 131 1.16 0.62 17.11 0.96 1.46 ND 0.75 ND -- --
ethylhexyl)phthalate
Benzo(b)fluoranthene ND 0.72 ND 5.91 ND 0.91 ND 0.63 ND - -
Benzo(k)fluoranthene 1.40 0.26 ND ND 2.26 0.55 ND ND ND - 0.24
Diethylphthalate ND ND 0.29 ND 0.32 167 0.82 ND ND -- --
Benzo(a)Pyrene ND ND ND ND 0.92 0.89 ND ND ND - 0.37
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene ND ND ND ND 0.79 131 ND ND ND - 0.20
Benzo(ghi)perylene ND ND ND ND 0.73 ND ND ND ND - 0.17
Arsenic 9.84 7.82 354 17.9 115 30.6 2.66 7.26 6.77 - 6
Chromium 10.1 6.61 7.10 311 215 22.6 8.91 12.7 140 - 0.6
Cadmium 2.36 2.00 232 4.79 213 ND ND 214 ND - 0.6
Lead 43.1 35.7 12 921 130 80.6 18.8 39.6 36.8 - 31
Mercury 0.06 0.05 0.03 0.50 0.08 231 1.08 1.20 0.84 0.15 -

Note:  Seepageii for abbreviations used in the table
BOLD Exceeds NJDEP or Ontario Sediment Guidelines ND Not detected
- No guidance available for comparison
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Table7. Resultsof meta and selected organic chemical analysesin privateresidential well samples
collected by the New Jersey Department of Health and Senior Services, 1996, near the
Ciba-Geigy Corporation site (see Figure8). Resultsin microgramsper liter (ug/l, or parts
per billion). Data source: NJDHSS, 1997a; NJDHSS, 1997c.

Well Lead Mercury Chloroform TCE MTBE
A 14.9 0.9
B 4.4 3 0.5
C 19
D 3.2 0.9
E 17
F 2.8 1 0.5
G 11.3 04
H 3.2
I 3.6 1
J 4.7 0.07
Drinking Water MCL 15 2 100* 1 70
(action level)

Note: Seepageiv for abbreviations used in the table.

TCE  Trichloroethylene
MTBE Methyl tertiary-butyl ether
* Total for Chloroform and three other trihalomethanes

62



Public Health Assessment: Ciba-Geigy Corporation

63



Public Health Assessment: Ciba-Geigy Corporation

Appendix D

Figures



Public Health Assessment: Ciba-Geigy Corporation

65



Public Health Assessment: Ciba-Geigy Corporation

‘ A_.ﬁ A% d /
NSRRI /
\,»M'\ Q@.\\‘-.— > Aog pbaudng

e Creek

‘Iillll===.! Kett]

e
]

I5

=~ F

‘}‘y: eIl pe
)

ks

WS

Figure 1 - Location of the Ciba Geigy Corp. Plant in Dover Township, N.J.
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Figure 2 - Demographic Statistics within one mile of the Ciba Geigy Corp. Site

Population of Dover Township 76,371 (1990)

Total Population with 1 Mile 10,725

White 10,226 Children Aged 6 and Under855
Black 86 Adults Aged 65 and Older 2,879
American Indian 1 Femaes Aged 15-44 1,971
Asan 125 Age 18 and Older 8,036
Hispanic 240 Age Under 18 2,447
Other a7 Total Housing Units 4,300
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Appendix E

Summary of Public Comments and Responses
Ciba-Geigy Corporation Public Health Assessment

Thissummary presentsthe commentsreceived from interested parties on the public comment
draft of the Ciba-Geigy Corporation Public Health Assessment, and the subsequent responses of the
NJDHSS and the ATSDR. The public was invited to review the draft Public Health Assessment
during the public comment period which occurred February 29 through April 28, 2000. Questions
regarding this summary or any aspect of this Public Health A ssessment may be addressed to the New
Jersey Department of Health and Senior Services at (609) 633-2043.

Commentsaregrouped by commenter, without personal identifiers. Notethat pagenumbers
in the comments and responses refer to the public comment draft of the Public Health A ssessment.

Commenter A:
Comment in cover letter:

“ Oneissue that needs to be addressed is deep well injection of waste, please address thisissuein
the revised health assessment.”

Response to comment in cover letter:

The Public Health Assessment focuses on analysis of human exposure pathways associated with the
CGC dite. There are no human exposure pathway's i ssues associated with “ deep well injection of waste” to the
knowledge of the NJDHSS and the ATSDR.

Comment 1:

“You dtill have potential contact with the plume in Winding River Park as the plume makesits way
to the surface within the park.”

Response 1:

The draft Public Health Assessment addressed the issue of Winding River Park on pages 6 and 14.
The ATSDR evaluated available data regarding contamination in the Winding River Park area and found it
not to congtitute athreat to public health (cited as ATSDR, 1991ain the Public Health Assessment). Thefina
version of the Public Health Assessment will include an expanded discussion of surface water and sediment
contamination datafor the marshland portion of the park. Further detailsof the characterization of theWinding
River Park are given in the documents cited in the Public Health Assessment.
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Comment 2:
“ There had been discharges from the water retention basins since then.”
Response 2:

The Public Health Assessment notes (page 12) that discharges to the river occurred after the
congtruction of the ocean outfall pipeline.

Comment 3:

“TheCibasitestill representsa“ public health hazard” dueto contact with the groundwater plume
in Winding River Park. Please address thisissue.”

Response 3:

The ATSDR has eval uated exposure pathways associated with Winding River Park and found it not
to constitute a threat to public health. Please refer to Response 1.

Comments 4 and 5:

“The cleanup itself may become the potential for future human exposure to site related
contaminants.”

Response 4 and 5:

An evaluation of the Proposed Remedial Action Plan for Operable Unit 2 (on-site soils) for the CGC
Site was prepared by ATSDR, separate from this Public Health Assessment. The ATSDR Public Health
Consultation reviewed the USEPA’s plan for potential public health implications. The Public Health
Consultation (completed in August 2000) will be mentioned in the final version of the Public Hedlth
Assessment.

Comment 6:

“...Ciba officials on their last tour mentioned that they have a lot of problems with hunters, etc.
Thereis no 24 hour coverage of the site by Ciba personnel.”

Response 6:

The health risk to trespassers on the Ciba site was evaluated in the “Revised Draft Baseline Public
Health Risk Assessment for Source Area Surface Soils’ (Reference CDM, 1993e), and was found to be
minimal. However, the NJDHSS and the ATSDR do concur that unauthorized access and contact with
contaminated areas on the site is possible. Therefore, it has been characterized as a potential pathway. The
NJDHSS and the ATSDR will add a recommendation that site security measures be maintained to control

trespassing.
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Comment 7:

“ Breaks in the pipeline went undetected until the public reported them.”

Response 7:

The Public Health Assessment evaluated potential human exposure pathways with the CGC site,
including issues associated with the pipeline (page 14). Breaksin the ocean outfall pipeline do not appear to
have resulted in groundwater contamination affecting private wells.

Comment 8:

The comment suggests that mention should be made of the location of a nearby elementary school,
and that changes should be made in the directions of certain features relative to the site.

Response 8:

ThePublic Health Assessment will notethelocation of the elementary school. Thelocation of Winding
River Park will be changed to “east and northeast.”

Comment 9:

“Why is the number of drums being underestimated? Why isn't Cell 1 part of the remediation of
the Ciba site? What guarantees do we have that there are no liquids or hazardous waste in this cell?”

Response 9:

The most recent estimate provided to the NJDHSS and the ATSDR by the USEPA is that there are
atota of 31,000 intact and non-intact drums on the site. Questions regarding the delineation and remediation
of the site should be addressed to the USEPA.

Comment 10:

“ Please explain the source for mercury in these wells, since it is not mentioned.”

Response 10:

The USEPA has determined that mercury detected in private wellsin the Coulter Street areawas not
site (CGC) related (see page 5 of the PHA). Low levels of mercury are known to be present in many places
throughout the Cohansey-Kirkwood aguifer, whichisused for drinking water acrosssouthern New Jersey. The

source or sources of mercury are not well defined.

Comment 11:
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“The marshland is east or parallel to the homes, which would make the airborne contaminant
information valid.”

Response 11:

Inits 1988 Public Health Assessment, the ATSDR felt that air sasmplesin the residential areawould
provide better information on human exposure potentia than would marshland samples.

Comment 12:

“What is the status of this additional Public Health Assessment? Please provide a copy.”

Response 12:

Following the recommendation found in the“Lead I nitiative Summary Report,” two additional Public
Health Consultationswereperformed by ATSDR, in 1992 and 1993. ThisPublic Health Assessment isthe next
and most recent public health evaluation by the ATSDR and the NJDHSS.

Comment 13:

“What are the results of this additional sample? Please provide a copy.”

Response 13:

Soil gasand flux emission sampleswere taken in the Cardinal Drive/Oak Ridge Parkway vicinity and
are described in the Public Health Assessment on page 14.

Comment 14:

“When will we receive this document?” (Referring to a document summarizing monitoring well
data)

Response 14:

A Public Health Consultation which presents data collected by the NJDHSS on the monitoring wells
a Ciba-Geigy, Reich Farm, and the Dover Township Municipal Landfill will be completed in early 2001.

Comment 15:
“Why not sample to ensure there are no airborne contaminants?”
Response 15:

The incidents which are discussed on page 18 of the PHA occurred in the past. Sampling for airborne
contaminants at the present timewould shed no light on potential air exposuresinthepast. The Environmental
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and Occupational Health Sciences Institute (EOHSI), in cooperation with the NJDHSS and the ATSDR,
recently released a report of ambient air monitoring of volatile organic chemicals. Two locations, including
theWest Dover Elementary school near the Ciba-Geligy site, were sampled biweekly for oneyear. Resultsdid
not indicate that unusual levels of volatile organic chemicals were present in Dover Township air.

Comment 16:

“ Ciba officials have stated that they still have alot of problemswith hunters, etc. No 24 hour staff
on site”

Response 16:
See Response 6.
Comment 17:

“You only mention the Cincinnati workers. This study also applied to elevated cancer ratesamong
Toms River site workers.”

Response 17:

Accordingtothereferencescited in the Public Health Assessment, the excessin bladder cancer, kidney
cancer and central nervous system cancer death waslimited to the former Cincinnati Chemical Worksworkers
who later worked at Toms River Chemical/Ciba-Geigy. The Public Health Assessment (page 20) also states
that lung cancer death was el evated among mai ntenance workers, and that stomach cancer and central nervous
system cancer was elevated among azo dye production workers at the Toms River plant.

Comment 18:

“ The completed human pathways to contaminants has not fully been interrupted, the issues with
Winding River Park plume exposure is still possible with children and adults using this park.”

Response 18:

See Response 1, 3 and 13.

Comments 19 and 20:

“ Please change the categorizing of the Ciba-Geigy site to “ Urgent Health Hazard” based on the
above and the cleanup of OU-2 options. No matter which option is chosen airborne contaminants have a
very strong possibility of being released.”

Response 19 and 20:

Based upon data and information reviewed for this PHA, the CGC site was evaluated to represent a
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public health hazard because of past exposures, and currently represents no apparent public health hazard.
There are currently no completed exposure pathways that would meet the conditions for categorization as an
“Urgent Public Health Hazard” (see Appendix B of the Public Health Consultation).

Comment 21:

“ Please change this to “ must evaluaute.”
Response 21:

See Response 4 and 5.

Comment 22:

“When will these separate documents be released?
Response 22:

See Response 14.

Comment 23:

“ As stated previoudly, there is a need to educate the public as to the Health Hazards, both on and
off the Ciba site.”

Response 23:

A “Citizens Guide to the Ciba-Geigy Public Health Assessment” has been prepared and distributed.
Seven Hesalth Care Provider Updates have been prepared to assist health care providers in understanding the
overall childhood cancer investigation underway in Dover Township. Inaddition, theNJDHSSandthe ATSDR
have been participating at the regular meetings of the Citizens Action Committee on Childhood Cancer
Cluster. The Public Health Assessment notes that NJDHSS will continue to assess the need for future
community and health care provider education.

Comment 24:

The comment includes several suggestionstoimprovethetables.  Table6, Please explainthereason
why the soil samplesfor the Bay Lea area are so high, the pipe line did not run through thisarea.” * Table
7, Isthere a known reason for mercury to show up in the downtown area of Toms River, letter J.”

Response 24:

Where appropriate, tables in the PHA have been modified to reflect the suggestions.

As stated in the Public Health Assessment, the values for polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons and
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metal s appear to betypical of sedimentsin urban areas (for example, from road tars or automobile emissions).
Thereis no connection with the pipeline.

Regarding mercury, see Response 10.
Comment 25:
“ Overall thisreport is missing some important facts.

1. No mention of Ciba officials being indicted for illegal waste disposal.

2.Thechemical leachate fromsolventsburied in Cell 1 were known to penetratetheliner ... How can
the cleanup of this cell be ignored?

3. No mention of the cliff dumping (disposal) prior to the early 1970s...

4. 1978, (December), Ciba-Geigy Corporation headquarters designated the Toms River as the
disposal site for off-specification, non-salable and damaged materials...

5. ...DEP study shows CG/TRC effluent highly toxic...

6. 1983, the drummed chemical waste, buried in “ Chem Bury Dump” ... was determined to be the
cause of ground water contamination...

7. ...abioassay test was performed using Mysid shrimp, 100% mortality occurred within 24 hours...
8. ...DEP orders Cell 2 closed when inspections uncovered buried drums...

9. Four hundred and nine (409) drums of pit drainings were excavated from Cell 2. Three hundred
fifty-two (352) drums contained liquid.”

Response 25:

The purpose of this Public Health Assessment isto analyze and report human exposure pathways that
are associated with the Ciba-Geigy Corporation plant site. Completed past exposure pathways that were
identified include (1) exposure to groundwater contaminated with dyes and niotrobenzene that was pumped by
the Toms River Water Company into the community water supply at the Holly Street well plant in 1965-1966,
and (2) exposureto VOCsin groundwater that was found in private wells (used for irrigation) in the Cardinal
Drive/Oak Ridge Parkway vicinity near the southeast boundary of the Ciba-Geigy property in 1985-1988.
Other issuesthat are raised in this comment relating to the site source areas are described in detail in remedial
investigations and other study reports conducted under the authority of the USEPA or the NJDEP. Many, but
not all, of these documents are referenced in the Public Health Assessment.

Commenter B:

Comment 1:

“ The health assessment doesnot fully addr esstheimplications of the chlorine dioxidetreatment used
on Holly Street wells from 1965 through 1981.” ... “ The Toms River Water Company continued to believe
that phenolic compounds might be present in the water in the 1970s.” ... “ The public health aspects of

chlorine dioxide treatment through 1981 and phenolic contamination of the drinking water into the 1970s
are not addressed by the PHA.”
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Response 1:

On page 16, the draft Public Health Assessment states that the full nature, magnitude and duration of
contamination of the Holly Street wells are not known. Compound specific data exists for nitrobenzene and
diazotizable dyes in the 1965 to 1966 time period. The term * phenolic compounds’ is not specific and may
apply to awide group of chemicals with a similar structure (phenol derived) and from a variety of sources.
Potentia reaction products through contact with chlorine cannot be predicted accurately.

Comment 2:

“The report does not even mention that Wells 14 and 18 were also treated with chlorine dioxide as
well as Well 13.”

Response 2:

Inthediscussion of analytical dataon contaminantsin the community water supply in 1965 (page 13),
the Public Health Assessment states, “...water from Well #13 was treated with chlorine at 8 ppm to reduce
coloration...” Thisinformation isdocumented for well #13in the citation given in thetext of the Public Hedlth
Assessment. It isstandard practiceto add chlorine (in theform of chlorine gas, sodium hypochlorite, chlorine
dioxide, or chloramine) or ozone to drinking water as disinfecting agents to reduce the threat of water-borne
infectious diseases. However, the chlorine dose used to reduce color in well #13ishigher thanistypically used
for routine disinfection.

Comment 3:

“ The PHA utterly failed to address the significance of analytical data from the Holly Street wells
inthe 1970sand 1980s.” In addition, “ No effort was made to determinewhether the Slvia, infrared oil and
greasereadings found on Holly Street wells might be related to continual infiltration of contaminated river
water to those wells.”

Response 3:

The Sylviaand oil and grease methods are not compound specific, quantitative, or standardized. The
NJDHSS and the ATSDR established a completed human exposure pathway in the past on the bass of
compound specific dataregarding nitrobenzene and azo dyes. On pages 15 and 16 , the PHA dtates that the
full nature of the contaminant profile, the magnitude of potential contaminants present, and the duration of the
pathway associated with the Holly Street wells are unknown.

Comment 4:
“ A 1986-1987 joint research project of the U.S. EPA and the DEP used Synchronous Excitation
fluorescence to analyze swamp water taken from Winding River Park. This showed the presence of Ciba

effluent in Winding River Parkin 1986, suggesting that even at that |ate date theriver wasstill contaminated
with varying concentrations of dyes and pesticides.”
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Response 4:

The NJDEP/USEPA Progress Report “ Evaluation of Analytical Parametersto Monitor Fluorescence
Componentsin Industrial Effluent,” dated March 3, 1987, reported spectrafor samplestaken from the Raritan
River, Arthur Kill, Winding River Park, and ocean surf that were spiked with Rhodamine dye and analyzed
using the Synchronous Excitation Fluorescence detection method. It is not possible to determine the identity
or concentration of any contaminants from the one figure in the report that shows spectrafrom samples taken
in the Winding River Park.

Comment 5:

“ To better evaluate the history and nature of exposur e of the people of Toms River to contamination
coming from the Toms River through the Holly Street well pathway, we suggest several borings be taken of
the soil in the area between the river and the Holly Street wells.”

Response 5:

Analysis of water from the wellsis amore direct method of determining the quality of potable water
intheHolly Street wells. It does not appear likely that deep soil sampleswould reveal useful information about
historic movement of contaminants, particularly those that are water soluble.

Comment 6:

“ Finally, thereport never addressesthefact that a 1981 Amestest of Ciba’ seffluent produced avery
positive mutagenicity response.”

Response 6:

Anilineand similar nitrogen-contai ning aromatic compounds are known to elicit apositive Amestest.
The Public Health Assessment does address the potential public health implications of these chemicals in
completed human exposure pathways. The NJDHSS and the ATDSR mention in the Community Concerns
section (page 6) that the ocean discharge was a subject of community concern. Aspects of potential exposures
associated with the pipeline breaks (surface soils, sediments, and groundwater) were evaluated in the Public
Health Assessment and the associated exposure investigation. The ATSDR and the NJDHSS have reviewed
the avail able information on potential exposure through the marine environment, but deemed it insufficient to
characterize a potential exposure pathway.

General Comment:

Regarding the Disposal Safety, Inc. document entitled “ Tentatively Identified Compounds of the
Ciba-Geigy Ste”, authored by William P. Eckel, the comment states that “ [1]t isincredible that the New
Jersey Department of Health, Department of Environmental Protection, and the ATSDR could reach a
conclusion that there is no present health threat posed by the Ciba site whether there has not been an
adequate analysis of the fate and transport of the chemicals disposed of there.”
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Response:

TheNJDHSS and the ATSDR concluded that the Ciba-Geigy site wasa public hazard because of past
completed human exposure pathways and eval uation of the public health implications of contaminantsinthose
pathways (page 24 of the Public Health Assessment). While it is known that the source areas of the Ciba-
Geigy site remain contaminated by chemicals, the NJDHSS and the ATSDR have concluded that, currently,
there is no completed human exposure pathways associated with the site. The “no apparent public health
hazard” category reflectsthis status. While the CGC site continues to present an environmental threat, no one
is currently being exposed.

In the Public Health Assessment, the ATSDR and the NJDHSS support the on-going “efforts by the
USEPA and Ciba Specialty Chemicals to contain and remove contaminants on the Upper Sand
Aquifer...restrictions on the use and construction of private wellsin areas known to be affected by CGC site-
related contamination...[and]...efforts to remediate on-site source areas to reduce the threat of further
contamination of groundwater and prevent future exposure.”

Commenter C:
Comment 1.

“Direct Toms River discharge of Ciba production waste occurred from 1952-1966. Despite the
introduction of the Atlantic discharge pipeline usein 1966, natural discharge of groundwater fromthe Ciba
site to the Toms River continued after the pipeline was installed. The five (5) eastern Ciba property
boundary hydraulic control wellsalong the Ciba/Cardinal Drivefenceline, installed in approximately 1985,
did not prevent off-site migration of the Southern contaminant plume, nor did they circumvent continuous
contaminated groundwater discharge to the Toms River. Perhaps the elimination of the phrase “ and/or
interrupted” from page 24, PHA paragraph 4, would be more accurate.”

Response 1:

The document will be modified to reflect this comment, based upon the following information. The
installation of the pipeline eliminated the wastewater that was intentionally directed to the Toms River.
However, the PHA cites that it was known in 1969 (Reference TRCC, 1969) that there was a discharge of
wastes to the Toms River to the extent of roughly 200,000 gallons per day (120,000 gallons seeping from
existing unlined basinsin the biological treatment plant, and approximately 70,000 gallons per day from dudge
lagoons). However, athough waste waters from CGC were known to have seeped into the Toms River after
the outfall pipelinewasingtalled, thereis no compound specific evidence that water from the Toms River was
drawn into the Holly Street wells after 1965-1966. The PHA does state that the full nature, magnitude, and
total duration of this pathway is unknown, based upon information available to the NJDHSS and the ATSDR.
The private well pathway in the Cardinal Drive/Oak Ridge Parkway area was interrupted when those wells
ceased to be used for irrigation purposes in 1989-1990.

Comment 2:
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Toms River Company wells #13, #14, and #18 were documented to have contributed Ciba
contaminantsvia the Toms River to the public water distribution systeminthe mid-sixties. Information from
a variety of sources has yielded the table below. Note that #13, #14, #18, #19, and #21 (currently in use)
are or were all shallow Cohansey wells located in the Holly Plant. 1t would appear fromthe listed sealing
data of 1983 for #14, #18, & #19 that these three shallow Cohansey wellswerein operation for at least part
of the same time frame.” In addition, “ [ A]lthough it was known in 1965-1966 that shallow wells located
next to the Toms River in the Holly Plant Wellfield drew river water into the distribution system, as these
wells were deemed unusable, they were replaced by shallow wells still located adjacent to the Toms River
in the Holly Plant Wellfield.”

Response 2:

Thedates of usefor the Toms River Water Company (now United Water Toms River) wellsaregiven
in Table 1 in the document, “Public Health Consultation: Drinking Water Quality Analyses, March 1996 to
June 1999, United Water Toms River,” by the NJDHSS, the NJDEP, and the ATSDR.

Comment 3:

“Please consider that contaminants, over the course of years, possibly many years, may have
adhered or adsorbed to the insides of the distribution lines. Thiswas probably inconsistent due to the lack
of uniformity of distribution line materials. Perhaps the naturally acidic groundwater, or change in
treatment techniques could have acted upon the build-up of contaminants on the insides of the distribution
system lines, causing the contaminants to desorb or solubilize into the water. This could have been
problematic particularly in the dead-ends of the system distribution lines, or lines delivering water to
seasonally higher use areas of the township.”

Response 3:

The composition of pipesin the current UWTR system is known (see the ATSDR report, “Anaysis
of the 1998 Water-Distribution System Serving the Dover Township Area, New Jersey,” ATSDR (2000), page
35 and Table 8 on page 37). However, thereis no information available to evaluate this comment.

Comment 4:

“ Recent site investigation has shown that the Holly Plant wellfield is not currently impacted by the
former coal gasification plant. Prior to theinstallation of the GSP (1954), could earlier wells (#1 through
#12, before 1946 Water Company ownership by General Water Works) have been impacted by PAHs from
Adafre Street Coal Gasification Plant activities?”

Response 4:
The NJDHSS and the ATSDR did not review information regarding wells#1-#12 and the time period
inquestionin the context of the Public Health Assessment for the Ciba-Geigy Corporation site, sincethe period

predates the existence of the Toms River Chemical Company. In addition, this period precedesthetimeframe
of the childhood cancer epidemiologic study (1962 through 1996).
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Comment 5:
“ Do records exist reflecting historic location information of Holly Plant wells #1 -#127"
Response 5:

The NJDHSS and the ATSDR have no information on the locations of Wells #1 through #12.
However, as noted above, use of thesewells ended before the time frame of the childhood cancer epidemiologic
study (1962 through 1996).

Comment 6:

“1 would suggest standing water areas to the East and West of the Toms River, adjacent or
contiguous to Ciba property, or known areas of contaminant up-welling (next to the River) be fenced and
posted to prevent children from dermal, inhalation or accidental ingestion of contaminants documented to
be found in these Marshland areas, including, but not limited to, Winding River Park, Equestrian Park and
Albocondo Campground.”

Response 6:

The ATSDR and the NJDHSS did not conclude that there is a completed human exposure pathway
associated with these areas. As such, the Public Health Assessment does not contain the recommendation
suggested above. 1n 1991, the ATSDR evaluated available dataregarding contamination in the Winding River
Park area and found it not to constitute athreat to public health (cited as ATSDR, 1991ain the Public Health
Assessment). Thefinal version of the Public Health Assessment will include an expanded discussion of surface
water and sediment contamination data for the marshland portion of the park.

Comment 7:

“ 1t should be noted in the Public Health Assessment that no formal Groundwater Impact Area has
been established off-site by either the NJDEP nor the USEPA. A suggestion should be madein the PHA for
USEPA or NJDEP to do so. Thisaction could also be used to establish boundariesfor posting, fencing and
for preventing any private well installation for any purpose within the established boundary.”

Response 7:

The Public Health Assessment concluded on page 24 that the “...exposure pathway associated with
private wellsin the Cardinal Drive/Oak Ridge Parkway areas has been interrupted through awell testing and
sealing initiative by the CGC and the USEPA, and regul atory efforts by the Ocean County Health Department
to monitor the location, and ensure the quality of, new wellsin potentially affected areas.” Further (page 25),
the ATSDR and NJDHSS “....support restrictions on the use and construction of private well areas known to
be affected by CGC site-related contamination.” Although there is no formal designation of a Groundwater
Impact Area, the potential exposure pathway has been interrupted through existing mechanisms.

Comment 8:
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“In-situ thermal treatment was formally dropped in the Draft Feasibility Sudy, Page 7-13.”
Response 8:

The ATSDR has reviewed the Proposed Remedial Action Plan (PRAP) for Ciba-Geigy Operational
Unit 2 (Source Areas) and prepared a separate Public Health Consultation which has been shared with the
community. The section of the Public Health Assessment (page 9) discussing the in/ex situ trestment option
will be updated and revised.

Comment 9:

“ Page 13, PHA, notesthat water from TRWC well #13 wastreated with 8 ppmof Chlorineto reduce
the color prior to distribution. By today’ s standards, that would be translated as 8,000 ppb, exceeding the
current TTHM standard of 100 ppb ceiling for total disinfection by-products by 80 times. Keepingin mind
that the current Safe Drinking Water Standard of 100 ppb has been proposed to be lowered, the addition of
8,000 ppb in 1965, for the purpose of disguising the Ciba production (dye) coloration is disturbing news.
Perhapsan exposurerisk eval uation should beincluded for thissection based on currently known toxicol ogy.
Is it known when the practice of treating with 8 ppm with chlorine for the purpose of eliminating
discoloration ended?

Response 9:

It is standard practice to add chlorine (in the form of chlorine gas, sodium hypochlorite, chlorine
dioxide, or chloramine) or ozone to drinking water as disinfecting agents to reduce the threat of water-borne
infectious diseases. However, the chlorine dose used to reduce color in well #13 (as documented in the Public
Health Assessment) is higher than is typically used for routine disinfection. Because the full nature and
magnitude of contaminants present in the Holly Street wellsin the mid-1960sis uncertain, the effect of higher
than normal doses of chlorine on the chemical species present is also uncertain.

The comment confuses the amount of chlorine added to drinking water for disinfection (typically 1 or
2 parts per million, or ppm), with limits set for total trihalomethanes (a chemical by-product of water
chlorination). Thetota trihalomethane drinking water standard of 100 parts per billion (ppb) refersto the sum
of theconcentrationsof four hal ogenated methanes, including chloroform, bromoform, dichlorobromomethane,
and chlorodibromomethane.

Comment 10:

“Please consider a recommendation of disallowing any proposed remedial selection that would
create a completed exposure pathway from fugitive dust. If not tented, every potential remedy selection
involving soil excavation presents an opportunity for fugitive dust emissions.”

Response 10:

See Response 8. In addition, the ATSDR has recommended in its Public Health Consultation that
appropriate site control measures be utilized for vapors and fugitive dusts.
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Comment 11:

“The addition of ATSDR's expertise by providing risk assessment for selected remedial actions
expected to beidentified in the anticipated USEPA Proposed Remedial Action Plan for the Ciba site, OU-2,
Source Area Remediation, is gratefully welcomed by the community.”

Response 11:

See Response 8.

Comment 12:

“The ATSDR and the NJDHSS will coordinate with the OCHD to offer water quality testing to
ownersof privateresidential wellsthat were part of the former outfall pipeline monitoring program. Please
clarify what is being proposed by this statement.”

Response 12:

During the time frame 1987 through 1993 approximately 50 homeowners with private wells
participated in astudy of private potable wellsin the vicinity of the ocean outfall pipeline. It isrecommended
inthis Public Health Assessment that the NJDHSS and the ATSDR coordinate with the Ocean County Health
Department to determine if any of those wells are till in use, and if the owners are interested in having their
wells tested for potential contaminants, especially VOCs, chromium, and mercury.

Comment 13:

The comment identified typographical errorsin the PHA.

Response 13:

The PHA has been modified to correct the typographical errors.

Comment 14:

“ Please explain why the following chemicals|list the ATSDR Child CV or USEPA Health Advisory
as a higher value than the ATSDR Adult CV or USEPA Health Advisory?: Ethylbenzene, Dichlorobenzene,
1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene, Chromium, 1,1,1-Trichloroethane, Napthal ene, 4-Chlorotoluene”

Response 14:

The Comparison Vaues questioned above are the USEPA’s Longer-term Health Advisory, and
Lifetime Health Advisory. They are defined as follows. “Longer-term HA” refers to the concentration of a
chemical in drinking water that is not expected to cause any adverse noncarcinogenic effects up to

approximately 7 years (10% of an individua’s lifetime) of exposure, with amargin of safety. The “Lifetime
HA” is the concentration of a chemical in drinking water that is not expected to cause any adverse
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noncarcinogenic effects over a lifetime of exposure, with a margin of safety. Because of the way these
comparison valuesare defined, it ispossiblefor the child Longer-term HA to have ahigher valuethan the adult
Lifetime HA.

Comment 15:

“Please consider adding the year (date) tract 2 was donated by Ciba to Dover Township and
include a map showing the extent of the Ciba donation of tract 2 to Dover Township.”

Response 15:

The PHA will be revised to reflect that the 43 acres of Tract 2 were |eased/donated by Ciba-Geigy to
Dover Township in 1959.

Commenter D:
Comment 1.

“1s marsh area isolated from public and does it have warning signs for the public with regards to
possible contamination exposure risk?”

Response 1:

Based upon areview of available information, the ATSDR and the NJDHSS did not conclude that
thereisacompleted human exposure pathway associated with thisarea. As such the Public Health Assessment
does not contain the recommendation suggested above. In 1991, the ATSDR evauated available data
regarding contamination in the Winding River Park areaand found it not to constitute athreat to public health
(cited ass ATSDR, 1991ain the Public Health Assessment). Thefina version of the Public Health Assessment
will include an expanded discussion of surface water and sediment contamination data for the marshland
portion of the park.

Comment 2:

Summary of Previous Health Assessment Activity Page“ [P]aragraph 2 refersto lead and mercury
not related to CGC. Where was it from?”

Response 2:
The Lead Initiative Summary Report (Reference ATSDR, 1992a) indicates that |ead found in potable
water samples from private wells was reported by the USEPA as not related to the CGC site. Lead is

commonly found in tap water becauseit may beintroduced through corrosion by the acidic groundwater acting
upon the lead-based solder that was used to join sections of copper pipe. Low levels of mercury have been
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frequently foundinthegroundwater of the Cohansey-Kirkwood aquifer system throughout southern New Jersey
and is not considered to be related to the CGC site in this instance.

Comment 3:

Summary of Previous Health Assessment Activity “ [ P]aragraph 3 refers to sampling of airborne
contaminants, was it done and if so, Where are the results?”

Response 3:

Soil gasand flux emission sampleswere taken in the Cardinal Drive/Oak Ridge Parkway vicinity and
are described in the Public Health Assessment on page 14.

Comment 4:

Summary of Previous Health Assessment Activity “[Plaragraph 4 recommends further
characterization and monitoring of private residential wells, and on and off-site air, Where is the data?”

Response 4:

In the 1988 Public Hedth Assessment, the ATSDR recommended characterization of severd
environmental media. The USEPA has conducted extensive remedial investigations, particularly in relation
to on-site source areas and groundwater; these dataare discussed and summarized in the Remedial History and
Environmental Contamination sections of the February 2000 draft Public Health Assessment. The NJDHSS
and the ATSDR included private well sampling in an exposure investigation in 1997. Approximately ten
private wells were located in areas near the Ciba-Geigy site, though none were in areas known to be affected
by site-related groundwater contamination (because of well use and construction restrictions). Dataare found
in Table 7 of the Public Health Assessment. Regarding air tests done by the USEPA, see Response 3 above.

Comment 5:

Summary of PreviousHealth Assessment Activity “[Plaragraph 5 concludes many contaminantslisted
posed no threat to public hedlth at levels indicated, Please supply those levelsto us.”

Response 5:

SeeResponse 1. This paragraph refers to the contaminants that were tested for in the marshland and
the surface waters of the Toms River, and that were reported and evaluated in the 1991 Addendum to the 1988
Public Health Assessment referenced as ATSDR, 1991a.

Comment 6:

Summary of Previous Health Assessment Activity “ [P]aragraph 6 refers to soil contaminants

identities are not known, so estimates of risk can not be determined at thistime; therefore err on the side of
CAUTION.”
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Response 6:

This paragraph refers to the results that were reported in Addendum 2 to the 1988 Public Health
Assessment. Since the identities of many species that were analyzed in the soils on the Ciba-Geigy site were
not known, it was not possible to determine any threat that might be posed by unidentified compounds. As
indicated, subsequent sampling and analysis by CDM (References CDM, 1993f, and 1994a) identified
hundreds of additional species in the soils on the Ciba-Geigy site. The NJDHSS and the ATSDR have not
identified a human exposure pathway associated with exposure to contaminated soils, but support the efforts
of the USEPA to remediate these areas to prevent further contamination of the underlying groundwater.

Comment 7:

Summary of Previous Health Assessment Activity “ [ P] aragraph 8 refersto additional Public Health
Assessment, Was it done, if so where are the results?”

Response 7:

After the recommendation found in the “Lead Initiative Summary Report,” two additional Public
Health Consultations were performed by ATSDR, in 1992 and 1993. The draft Public Health Assessment
(February 2000) is the next and most recent public health evaluation by the ATSDR and the NJDHSS.

Comment 8:

Summary of Previous Health Assessment Activity “ [ P]aragraph 9 states data was insufficient to
determine health risk, USEPA conducted tests what were the results?’

Response 8:

The results of the sampling episode are discussed on page 14 of the draft Public Health Assessment.
In response to this and other comments, the section describing the results has been clarified in the revised and
final Public Health Assessment.

Comment 9:

“ The use of wells#13, #14, and #18 with known contamination being used in the public supply with
only treatment of chlorineto reduce coloration, raisesthe question, * Who was minding the store, excuse me,
our health? What agency or agencies should have been treating, monitoring and or eliminating this
exposure for God knows how many years to this town? How much danger was added to the chemical mix
with that much chlorine being added? | think the amount is significant enough to have you answer this
guestion. When did the chlorine get eliminated, if ever?”

Response 9:
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In the middle 1960s, there were no federal or state standards for drinking water quality applicable to
community water supplies. 1n 1974, the federal Safe Drinking Water Act (Public Law 93-523) was passed.
According to the National Research Council:

Until passage of the Act, the Federal Government was authorized to prescribe drinking water
standards only for water supplies used by interstate carriers, and they were enforceable only
with respect to contaminants capable of causing communicable disease. Public Law 93-523
authorized the Environmental Protection Agency to establish Federal standardsfor protection
from all harmful contaminants and established a joint Federal-State system for assuring
compliance with these standards and for protecting underground sources of drinking water
(Drinking Water and Health, Volume 1 (page 905), National Academy of Sciences Press,
1977).

The USEPA (created in 1970) promulgated the first enforceable federal standards applicable to
community water suppliesin 1975. Before that time, there were a limited number of Public Health Service
standards applicable to interstate water carriers (such as buses and ships), but only those related to
communicable diseases were enforceable; chemical quality guideines that existed were not enforceable.

It is standard practice to add chlorine (in the form of chlorine gas, sodium hypochlorite, chlorine
dioxide, or chloramine) or ozone to drinking water as disinfecting agents to reduce the threat of water-borne
infectious diseases. However, the chlorine dose used to reduce color in well #13 (as documented in the Public
Health Assessment) is higher than is typically used for routine disinfection. Because the full nature and
magnitude of contaminants present in the Holly Street wellsin the mid-1960sis uncertain, the effect of higher
than normal doses of chlorine on the chemical species present is aso uncertain.

Comment 10:

“Who was responsible for the monitoring besides CIBA & the water company?

Response 10:

See Response 9.

Comment 11:

“What about wells#19, and #21 their depth does not make me feel comfortable, especially sincewe
KNOW CIBA continued to dump in the Toms River, even after the pipeline opened. It doesn’'t take much
contamination to effect a fetus or embryo, does it?”

Response 11:
Wells#19 and 21 are Cohansey wells (depths of approximately 60 feet) located at the Holly Street well
field. Well #19 operated from 1967 through 1983 when it was sealed; well #21 began operationsin 1969 and

continues to operate. However, there are no data which show that these wells were/are being contaminated by
the surface waters of the Toms River.
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Children and fetuses may be more susceptible to the toxic effects of chemical exposures if such
exposures can interferewith developmental processes. Children may aso bemorelikely to be exposed to some
chemicals than adults. In the Public Health Implication section of the Public Health Assessment, special
susceptibilities of children to chemical exposures are discussed if such information is known.

Comment 12;
“Whereis ALL the information on Wells #1-#127"
Response 12:

The NJDHSS and the ATSDR have no information regarding wells #1-#12. None of these wellswere
in operation during the time frame of the childhood cancer epidemiologic study being conducted by the
NJDHSS and the ATSDR (1962 through 1996).

Comment 13:

“With regard to stack emissionsregul ated through permits by NJDEP thereisreferenceto TRI, but
doesn't indicate if those Safe levels were ever exceeded. Please provide that information.”

Response 13:

TRI dataispresented in the Public Health A ssessment asaqualitative description of chemical releases.
The Toxic Release Inventory (a listing required by the Emergency Planning and Community Right to Know
Act of 1986) requires that each reportable chemical that exceeds the threshold for its designated number of
pounds be reported to the USEPA and the State. Releases are reported as: air emissions, surface water
discharges, releases to land, and underground injection. TRI data are available through the USEPA web site
(http://www.epa.govi/tri/).

Comment 14:

“ Thereis constant referenceto ingestion of these chemicals, have you forgotten inhal ation through
showering and bathing? What about steam from humidifiers?”

Response 14:

For volatilechemical sindrinking water, theinhal ation route of exposuremay beasimportant (or more
important) thaningestion. For non-volatileor semi-volatilechemicals, however, theingestion route of exposure
is likely to be predominant. In addition, dermal exposure (through skin absorption) may be an important
consideration, depending on the permesability of the skin to the specific chemical. Each of these routes of
exposure are noted in the “Completed Human Exposure Pathway” table on page 17.

By creating fine aerosols, humidifiers may cause an inhaation hazard if the source water is

contaminated with an infectious agent. Thereisinsufficient information to evaluate the role of humidifiersin
exposure to chemical contaminants in drinking water.
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Commenter E:
General Critique
Comment 1.

“It is important to define whether or not an excess in childhood cancer rates may have existed
earlier than that which may be attributed to Reich Farm site contaminantsin the Parkway public wellfield.”

Response 1:

The NJDHSS has maintained a popul ation-based registry of incident (newly diagnosed) cancerssince
1979. Beforethat time, there are no dataon incident cancersin New Jersey, although mortality (deaths) from
cancer may be determined from death certificate data. It isimportant to point out that mortality statistics are
not the same as incidence statistics, since they represent not only incidence rates but also survival rates from
adisease. Geographical comparisons of mortality data can beinfluenced by accessto and utilization of health
care, aswdll asincidenceinthe population. Local ratesmay a so be affected by geographic movement of cases
between thetime of diagnosisand time of death. The NJDHSS and thethe ATSDR have completed athorough
analysisof all availablechildhood cancer incidencedatafor Dover Township (* Health Consultation: Childhood
Cancer Incidence: A Review and Analysis of Cancer Registry Data, 1979-1995, for Dover Township (Ocean
County), New Jersey”) for the period 1979-1995. The epidemiologic study of childhood cancer in Dover
Township, which isexpected to be completed in 2001, includesincident cases of childhood cancer inthe period
1979-1996.

Comment 2:

“ Although many aspects of Ciba-Geigy' s manufacturing operations are summarized in the draft
PHA, they are not spelled out in sufficient detail to assess the potential public health impact of accordant
waste streamsasthey entered Toms River, Holly Street wells, Atlantic Ocean pipeline discharges, leaksfrom
the pipeline and groundwater. Although Ciba-Geigy manufactured or utilized a dizzying array of potent
chemicals, much more is known about the toxicities, including the potential carcinogenicities, of many
important derivatives of aniline-based and benzidine-based azo dyes and anthraquinone vat dyesthan noted
in thisdraft PHA.”

Response 2:

The PHA discusses the toxicology of contaminants in documented exposure pathways. The PHA
further states that the full nature and magnitude of potential contaminants present is unknown; thus limiting
further toxicologica evauation in the context of documented exposure pathways. However, the current
knowledge regarding the general toxicities of the aniline-, benzidine-, and anthraguinone-based dyes and their
reagentsissummarized in Reference ATSDR, 19974, “ Chemical Specific Health Consultation - Toxicol ogical
Issues Related to Chemicals Identified by NJDHSS,”

Specific Comments
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Comment 1.

“It is unclear from the draft PHA whether or not historically some of these groundwater
contaminants may have migrated beyond the Toms River prior to the installation of groundwater retrieval
through pumping ... Monitoring wellson the east (other) side of the Toms River have picked up contaminants
carried by the ‘north plume’.” The comment further claims that contaminants in well 20 and the Parkway
well field may be related to the Ciba-Geigy site.

Response 1:

Other than through the exposure pathways identified in the PHA, there is no data to suggest the
existence of other off-site groundwater pathways associated with the Ciba-Geigy site. Monitoring wellsonthe
east sdeof the TomsRiver have shown and continueto show contamination by chlorinated chemicalsthat were
transported in the groundwater plumes from the Ciba-Geigy plant. (References Eckenfelder, 1996, 1997, and
1999). See Figure 6 in the Public Health Assessment.

Comment 2:

“ Although conceivably groundwater contaminants migrating under the Toms River could explain
all detection outlined above, additional illegal repositoriesfor Ciba-Geigy wastes could have been used for
disposal including Reich Farmitself.”

Response 2:

The purpose of this Public Hedlth Assessment is to analyze and report human health exposure
pathways that are associated with the Ciba-Geigy Corporation plant site. Completed exposure pathways that
wereidentified include (1) exposureto ground water that was pumped by the Toms River Water Company into
the community water supply at the Holly Street well plant in 1965-1966, and (2) exposure to VOCs in
contaminated ground water that was found in private wells (used for irrigation) in the Cardinal Drive/Oak
Ridge Parkway vicinity near the southeast boundary of the Ciba-Geigy property between 1985-1988. Wastes
from operations at the Ciba-Geigy site have been identified in approximately 20 on-sitelocations. Thereisno
evidence of disposal of hazardous chemical wastes from Ciba-Geigy at the Reich Farm.

Comment 3:

“ For what period of time and with what frequency did Ciba-Geigy waste discharges directly to the
Toms River enter the Holly S. wells?” In addition, “ Did chemical wastes from Ciba-Geigy in the Toms
River only enter Holly S. wells through groundwater contamination, or were there surface water incursions
during hightide or flood conditionsaswell?” Inaddition, “ Werethere additional chemicalsin Toms River
due to dischargesto or overflows fromthe settling, equilibration or neutralization basins further upstream
and did these persist after installation of the ocean pipeline?” Also, “ What were the probable chemicals
which entered the Toms River public water supply by this exposureroute during this period? What werethe
probable average and maximal concentrations of each of these chemicals in the public water supply?”
Finally, “ In addition, what toxic air discharges occurred from the Toms River and from lagoons along the
river at the Ciba-Geigy site?”
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Response 3:

Dyes and nitrobenzene were documented in Holly Street wells 13, 14, and 18 in 1965 and 1966. Itis
believed that these contaminants entered the wells through the drawdown of surface water (the Toms River)
during drought conditions; the Public Health Assessment states that the duration of human exposure through
use of these wells is not known. As dtated on page 13, samples of water from these wells contained
“diazotizable” aminesand nitrobenzeneat concentrationsas high as 160 ppb and 17 ppb respectively. On pages
15 and 16, it is stated that the compl ete nature and magnitude of contaminants potentially present in the wells
is unknown, and that because of the varying dynamics of a community water supply with multiple
interconnected sources, quantitative estimations of exposure are not available. There is no information
regarding impacts to the Holly Street wells under flood conditions.

On page 12, the PHA cites (NUS 1988a, TRCC 1969) that approximately 200,000 gallons per day
of liquid waste of unknown composition from lagoons and disposal areas, entered the Toms River subsequent
to utilization of the pipeline. Sampling for airborne contaminantsin thevicinity of the marshland and the Toms
River was conducted by the USEPA Environmental Response Team in 1990. “Benzene, toluene and xylene
were detected at levels in the low ppb range that could not be attributed to background conditions.” (See
reference CDM, 1993b * Baseline Characterization of the Toms River and Wetlandsin the Vicinity of the Ciba-
Geigy Toms River, New Jersey Plant”). This potential exposure pathway was evaluated by the ATSDR and
found not to constitute a public health threat (see reference ATSDR, 1991a).

Comments 4 and 5:

“ Thereare several potent probable human car cinogenswhich have beenidentified in various Ciba-
Geigy waste streams, on-site contaminants and off-site contaminants. Although these substances have
considerably higher carcinogenic potenciesthan TCE, PCE and other given morecoverageinthedraft PHA,
the following probable carcinogens and their derivatives (see Table 1 appended) are given scant attention
in the draft document and more toxicity information should be provided so the public might be adequately
informed. ... [List:] Epichlorohydrin, Trichloropropane, Aniline, Benzidine, Anthraquinone ... Many of the
azo dyes produced in large quantities by Ciba-Geigy are based upon aniline and benzidine and are
themsel ves carcinogenic in test animals and probably in humans.”

Response 4 and 5:

See Response 2.

Comment 6:

“ Although the draft PHA notesthat surface water contamination occurred at the Holly . wells, the
frequency and duration of this contamination is not estimated. |Isthe Toms River bay an estuary up to the
level of Holly S. and, if so, were tidal influences an important contributor to surface water contamination
of thiswellfield? What was the frequency of flood which may have influenced the Holly S. wellfield during

the duration of its operations? What proportion of Toms River public drinking water was supplied by the
Holly S. wells? Was this proportion equally distributed over the Toms River system, or did local residents
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receive all of their drinking water from this source?”
Response 6:

The Toms River is not tidally influenced at the location of the Holly Street wells. There is no
information regarding impacts to the Holly Street wells under flood conditions. As stated above, the
“drawdown” of river water into the wells was believed to be the result of drought conditions. The proportion
of water in the community water supply distribution system will have varied with time (as new sources were
devel oped and the relative volume of Holly Street water changed) and with season (for example, different well
pumping patterns are used to meet higher summertime water demand), and by geographic location. The
ATSDRisin the process of developing sophisticated computer models of the water distribution system on a
monthly basis to estimate the proportion of water from each source (including the Holly Street wells) from
1962 through 1996. These models will be used to estimate exposure to different water sources in the
epidemiologic study now underway by NJDHSS and ATSDR.

Comment 7:

“ The profound mutagenic potency of Ciba-Geigy’ seffluentsin Ames' testsfollowing concentrations
over resins confirms that probable carcinogens were being dumped routinely into Toms River and, thence,
into Holly S. wells.”

Response 7:

Theinflux of surface waters from the Toms River that contained diazotizable dyes into the wells of
the Holly Street plant has been documented for the time period 1965-1966. The potential toxicity of these
compoundsisdiscussedinthe AT SDR chemical-specific health consultation (seeresponseto General Comment
2) and has been considered in the evauation of the public health implications of the site (pages 19 and 20 of
the Public Health Assessment).

Comments 8 and 9:

“Thereis no mention in the draft PHA of deliberate or spontaneous fires which occurred on the
Ciba-Geigy site, both mabilizing convection of VOCs into air and, potentially, creating more toxic
contaminants, such as dioxins, through combustion.” ... “ Smilarly, the installation of a hazardous waste
incinerator on-site presented the Toms River community with an additional source of airborne pollutants.”

Response 8 and 9:

Stack emissions as well as other air emissions from the Ciba-Geigy Site are identified as a potential
exposure pathway in the Public Health Assessment (pages 13, 14 and 18).

Comment 10:

“ Frank Tyson was the waste hauler for many of Ciba-Geigy wastesfor off-site disposal. Following
installation of their hazardous waste incinerator, Mr. Tyson continued to haul trichloropropane (TCP) off-

98



Public Health Assessment: Ciba-Geigy Corporation

site. In Pennsylvania, these TCP wastes were dumped illegally and became the major contaminants of the
Tyson's Superfund site. Isit possible that Mr. Tyson (or others) dumped some of Ciba-Geigy's wastes at
other illegal sitesin Dover Township?” :

Response 10:

As stated above, there is no evidence of disposal of chemica wastes from Ciba-Geigy at Reich Farm
or other locations in Dover Township.

Comment 11:

“How much manufacturing of dyes occurred during the 1988-96 time frame and, given that the
pipeline was abandoned in 1991, what happened to waste materials 1991-96?”

Response 11:

As stated in the Public Health Assessment (page 4), “Production of anthraquinone-based dyes ended
in 1983; epoxy resin manufacturing ended in 1990. Manufacturing operations at the plant ceased as of the end
of 1996 when dye standardization activities were terminated.” Questions regarding Ciba-Geigy’s production
processes and output should be directed to the company. Once use of the pipeline ended in 1991, treated
wastewaters were disposed on-site during the period from 1991 to 1996. The Groundwater Extraction and
Recharge System (GERS) became fully operational in March 1996.

Comment 12;

“ Subsequent to the 1991 ATSDR Second Addendum to the 1988 PHA wer e not appropriate aniline-,
benzidine-, anthraquinone- or other azo-based dyes or their derivatives quantified in marsh sediments or
surface waterswith Winding River Park? If so, why were potential threatsto public health not estimated?”

Response 12:

The ATSDR evaluated available data regarding contamination in the Winding River Park area and
found it not to constitute a threat to public health. Subsequent to that 1991 evaluation, surface waters and
sedimentsin the Winding River Park areawere sampled and tested by the USEPA and its contractor (CDM).
Samples were tested for volatile and semi-volatile organic chemicals and for metals. The draft Public Health
Assessment did not describe these data, but the final version of the Public Health Assessment will include an
expanded discussion of surface water and sediment contamination data for the marshland portion of the park.
Dyes or dye-related chemicals were not assessed; there are no standardized methods for determining the
concentrations of these dyes at low levelsin an aqueous matrix.

Comment 13:

“The " Environmental Contamination” section beginning on page 9 is, unnecessarily presented as
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achronology. Hence, for example, one doesn’t learn about important compounds such astrichloropropane
(TCP) until a page later, and then no maximal concentration is indicated.”

Response 13:

Environmental contamination data are presented by medium; with each medium-specific discussion,
sampling and analysis events are usually presented chronologically to facilitate understanding the data in the
sequence inwhich it was obtained. These data are later synthesized in the Pathways Analysis and subsequent
sections. A chronology of some of the major events at Ciba-Geigy is also presented in Table 1.

Comment 14:

“The maximal concentrations of chlorinated VOCs in groundwater on-site indicates the high
probability for dense-nonaqueous-phase-liquid (DNAPL). Thisfact should beindicated, sinceit represents
a special challenge for cleanup and may prolong potential exposures to the public.”

Response 14:

The plan for remediation of groundwater determined by the USEPA is described in the Record of
Decison for the groundwater Operable Unit 1, and is summarized on page 9 of the draft Public Health
Assessment. There are no known human exposure pathways, at present, related to the groundwater
contamination plumes, although, as stated in the Public Health Assessment, “The ATSDR and the NJDHSS
support continuing efforts by the USEPA and Ciba Specialty Chemicals to contain and remove contaminants
in the Upper Sand aquifer associated with the Ciba-Geigy Corporation site.”

Comment 15:

“ Smilarly, it should be noted that the high organic content in groundwater on-site enhances the
water solubility of poorly soluble compounds, such as TCP, TCE, PCE and the chlorobenzenes.”

Response 15:

Theactual concentrationsof volatileorganic chemicalsfoundin on-sitemonitoringwellsareillustrated
in Table 3, and the concentrations of these contaminants in the untreated blended groundwater extracted for
treatment are given in Table 4.

Comment 16:

“ Although the maximal concentration of vinyl chloride in groundwater on-site is noted as 89ug/!|
(p-9), ominoudly, soil gas VOCs were measured as high as 1,625 ppmin Winding River Park (p.14). Given
the mobility of vinyl chloride and its likely production from higher chlorinated ethylenes (PCE/TCE) by
biodegradation in marshy soil at this location, what proportion of these off-site VOCs (not otherwise
specified) was vinyl chloride?”
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Response 16:

The 1988 Public Health Assessment by the ATSDR presents data indicating that vinyl chloride was
not detected in off-site groundwater or air. More recent sampling of monitoring wells under the provisions of
the Site-Wide Monitoring Program of the Long Term Monitoring Plan has shown no vinyl chloride to be
present in off-site monitoring well s (see References Eckenfel der, 1996, and Eckenfelder, 1997). Total volatile
organic chemical levelsin soil gas in the Cardina Drive area were measured at up to 1,570 ppb (the final
version of the Public Health Assessment will be corrected) in 1991. Vinyl chloridewas detected at amaximum
of 44 ppb inthat investigation (Weston, 1991). Later soil gas samples (1993) showed lower levelsof volatile
organic chemicals (Weston, 1993).

Comment 17:

“ Ciba-Geigy memos fromthe mid-1960sindicate that diazotizable amineswerea minor component
(0.5%) of the chemical contaminants of Toms River surface water or Holly S. groundwater following
contamination by surface water. Hence, the concentration of 160 pg/l diazotizable amines (page 13)
trandates as 32 mg/| total chemical contaminant concentration. Furthermore, there is some concern that
the toxicities of some of these contaminants were worsened during chlorine bleaching.”

Response 17:

The maximum documented concentration of diazotizable amines was found to be 160 pg/liter, as
measured in Well 14 in 1966 (Reference TRCC, 1966a). The Public Headth Assessment states that the
complete nature and magnitude of potential contaminants present is unknown, and for this reason it is not
possible to determine the chemical nature of potentia chlorine reaction products. The NJDHSS and the
ATSDR cannot judge the reliability of the extrapolation presented in the comment.

Comment 18:

“ 1t might be useful to note that Mr. Zahuta, author of the above-noted memos, wasinstructed to test
for chemical contamination of Toms River surface water and Holly . well water because of the noticeable
chemical plant odors in the domestic water of the TRC executives who lived in Toms River.”

Response 18:

The Public Health Assessment notes (page 13) that, “Ina‘ Water Analysis Record’ from March 1965,
raw water from Well #13 was described as having a distinct odor and as being visibility contaminated with
‘trade wastes (dye).’”

Comment 19:

“ Anilineisone of theweaker probable carcinogensin TomsRiver and theHolly S. wells. However,
if one applies the risk conversion of 60 ug/l aniline — a lifetime risk of 10° in drinking water (draft PHA,

1% paragraph, page 20), then the 32 mg/l equivalent cal culated dose would correspond to a5 x 107 lifetime
(0.5 percent) risk.
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Response 19:

SeeResponse 17 regarding the extrapol ation presented in the comment. Inaddition, anilinewould have
been measured as a component of the total diazotizable concentration.

Comment 20:

“There is no reason to assume that unusual surface water contamination of Holly S. wells took
placein 1965-66. It ismorereasonable, certainly froma conservative public health per spective, to assume
that these wellswer e contaminated from early in the 1950s (#13 opened in 1946; #14 in 1953) through 1980
(when #18 was shut down). At peak usage, these wells provided more than half of the public water to 35,000
in Toms River and this conclusion should not be obfuscated (asit is at present, 3" paragraph, page 24).”

Response 20:

The Public Health Assessment states that, “ The ATSDR and the NJDHSS have determined that there
was a completed human exposure pathway to CGC-related contaminants through ingestion of water from the
community water supply wells of the Holly Street well field, asdocumented in 1965 and 1966. ... The duration
of exposure through this pathway cannot be determined, since data are lacking before 1965 and after 1966.”
Asstated in this Public Health Assessment (page 16), “Overall, approximately 35,000 personswere receiving
community water in 1965. BecausetheHolly Street well field was one of two operating in 1965 and 1966, the
number of people recelving at least least some of their water from this source is potentially large.” In the
Conclusions section (page 24), the Public Health Assessment states, “ Since the Holly Street well field was a
principal source of water for the community water supply at that time, alarge number of personswere likely
exposed to contaminated water.”

Comment 21

“ At the bottom of page 25, it is stated that “ water systems models should be employed to trace the
flow of water from the Holly S. well field to pointsin the distribution system.” 1sn’t this being done?

Response 21:

It is being done. Modeling of the Toms River Water Company (now United Water Toms River)
distribution system isbeing conducted by the ATSDR, as part of adrinking water source exposure assessment
for the childhood cancer epidemiologic study.

Additional Correspondence

Comment:

“The 1997 Disposal Safety report demonstrates our continuing inability to recognize and quantify

many chemicals known to have been used or manufactured at the Ciba-Geigy plant and probably in waste
streams that entered groundwater and surface water. As noted in the report, the 130 chemicals normally
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assessed during a waste site analysis ... are but a minority of the hundreds of chemicals at complex sites,
including the Ciba-Geigy sitein TomsRiver. Specifically, Disposal Safety noted that 156 organic chemicals
and 6 types of dyes which were probable constituents of Ciba-Geigy wastes are not priority pollutants and
therefore, have not been included in any risk assessments, including the draft PHA.” The comment then
guotes the Disposal Safety report: ‘A proper and thorough investigation of the universe of chemicals
produced and rel eased into the environment at the Toms River Chemical site over the years, and the fate of
those chemicals, will be an invaluable contribution to the Cancer Cluster study. Without it, questions about
the role of Ciba’s operations, if any, in causing the cancer cluster will persist.””

Response:

TheNJDHSS and the ATSDR concluded that the Ciba-Geigy site wasa public hazard because of past
completed human exposure pathways and eval uation of the public health implications of contaminantsinthose
pathways (page 24 of the Public Health Assessment). The Public Health Assessment describes the efforts of
the USEPA and its contractor (CDM) to investigate the presence and identity of non-target chemicals (pages
11 and 12). CDM tentatively identified 63 of 147 non-target compounds in surface soils, including
anthraquinone- and aniline-based chemicals. Similarly, CDM tentatively identified 157 of 378 non-target
chemicalsin subsurface soils on the Ciba-Geigy site. A brief summary of toxicological information on azo
dyes, aniline and nitrobenzene is presented in the Public Health Assessment; further information is available
in an ATSDR document (cited as ATSDR, 1997ain the draft Public Health Assessment).

The epidemiological case-control study of childhood cancers in Dover Township presently being
conducted by the NJDHSS and the ATSDR is considering exposure pathwalys associated with the Ciba-Geigy
Corporation site. These assessmentsinclude exposuresto drinking water sources, air pollutant emissions, and
residential proximity.

Commenter F:
Comment 1:

“Thisreport is an ongoing exercise of misplaced loyalty and bias in favor of commercial interest.
The inability of NJDHSS to implicate Ciba in the face of political pressure is unjust and a gross
mi srepresentation of the citizensin Toms River. Thefact that Ciba was permitted to indiscriminately poison
residents and the environment on a grand scaleisindisputable. Thereforethe Pleasant Plains Homeowners
& Businessowners Assoc. considers the report not only invalid and a waste of taxpayers money but also
insult to our injury!”

Response 1:

The purpose of this Public Headlth Assessment is to analyze and report human health exposure
pathways that are associated with the Ciba-Geigy Corporation plant site. Completed exposure pathways that
have beenidentified include(1) exposureto drinking water contaminated with dyesand nitrobenzeneoriginating
from the Ciba-Geigy plant and entering the community water supply at the Toms River Water Company’s
Holly Street wellsin 1965-1966, and (2) exposure to VOCs in contaminated groundwater that was found in
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privatewellsused for irrigationin the Cardinal Drive/Oak Ridge Parkway vicinity near the southeast boundary
of the Ciba-Geigy property between 1985-1988.

In addition, the Public Health Assessment notes that there were potential human exposure pathways
through air pollutants emitted from the Ciba-Geigy plant and waste areas on site, and through direct exposure
to contaminated soils on site.

This pathway analysis is an important consideration in the on-going investigation of the role of
potential environmental exposures in the epidemiologic study of childhood cancer in Dover Township.

Commenter G:
Comment 1.

“ Please note there are exposure pathways overlooked. Thereisa periodic groundwater to surface
discharge of contamination in Winding River Park when the groundwater table rises. Thisishas been a
potential pathway for adults and children.” Furthermore, “the assessment did not indicate that a
groundwater to surface soil pathway in yards and parks had been evaluated.”

Response 1:

Thedraft Public Health Assessment addressed theissue of Winding River Park on page6and 14. The
ATSDR evaluated available data regarding contamination in the Winding River Park areaand found it not to
congtituteathreat to public health (cited asATSDR, 1991ain the Public Health Assessment). Thefina version
of the Public Health Assessment will include an expanded discussion of surface water and sediment
contamination datafor the marshland portion of the park. Further detailsof the characterization of theWinding
River Park are given in the documents cited in the Public Health Assessment. The NJDHSS and the ATSDR
did not identify apathway associated with a“ groundwater to surface soil” transport mechanismin yardsinthe
Cardinal Drive/Oak Ridge Parkway area. The Public Health Assessment did cite an evaluation, on page 14,
of asoil gasinvestigation in the Cardinal Drive area. Thereferencefor thissoil gasinvestigation will be added
to the final version of the Public Health Assessment.

Comment 2:

“Under community concerns, there was no mention of NJDEP studies conducted by NJDEP and
Battellein 1985-1987, and by the NJDEP and USEPA in 1986, of the contamination from the ocean outfall
reaching the beach. In addition, “ [ T] he studies found that through wind driven currents, there were times
when the effluent did not dilute or disperse and could impinge the surf zone.”

Response 2:

The NJDHSS and the ATDSR mention in the Community Concerns section (page 6) that the ocean
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dischargewas* controversia” and asubject of community concern. Aspects of potential exposures associated
with the pipeline breaks (surface soils, sediments, and groundwater) were evaluated in the Public Health
Assessment and the associated exposure investigation.  The ATSDR and the NJDHSS have reviewed the
available information on potential exposure through the marine environment, but deemed it insufficient to
characterize a potential exposure pathway.

Comment 3:

“ The Health Assessment notes that only TAL compounds on the hazardous substances list were
evaluated and the list was narrowed to indicator chemicals. The Disposal Safety reportsin the references
went into great detail on the larger number of compounds present, many of which were identified in the
Disposal Safety Report. The toxicity of significance was not addressed, yet many of these compounds are
moretoxic than the TAL analyses.” Further, * The Assessment discusses the presence of numerous TICsand
dye intermediate compounds present in soils and states there are no standard analytical methods for low
level quantitative detection of these materials in aqueous media.” Consequently, “[§ince this is an
important issue, this should be addressed.”

Response 3:

The Public Health Assessment cites and discusses the USEPA'’s efforts (conducted by CDM) to
identify non-target compounds (page 11 and 12). The Disposal Safety report, publishedin 1997, complements
the conclusions of CDM, that numerous non-target compounds were present in the on-site surface and sub-
surface soils.

It isimportant to note that there are no documented completed human exposure pathways associated
with on-site soilsand groundwater. Although numerous non-target compounds have been shown to be present
in both on-site media, there are no data on non-target compounds within documented exposure pathways.
Recognizing the limitations of available information, the NJDHSS and the ATSDR concluded (page 24):
“Certain wells at the Holly Street well field of the community water supply were documented to be
contaminated in 1965 and 1966 with dyes or dye intermediates, nitrobenzene, and possibly other chemicals.
The nature, magnitude and duration of exposureto these contaminantsisnot fully known, and thetoxicological
characterigtics of some of the chemicals [are] not well understood.”

Comment 4:

“1n the table (p.17), the exposure pathways of dyes and nitrobenzene is believed to begin prior to
1965-1966."

Response 4:
The full nature, magnitude and duration of this pathway is unknown. The NJDHSS and the ATSDR
have no documented compound specific evidence of a completed pathway involving exposure to dyes and

nitrobenzene before 1965.

Comment 5:
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“ The discussion of the community water supply pathway ignored the 1970's documentation using
the Sylvia method. Thiswas a fluorescence analytical procedure which documented material occurringin
the finished water. This material was believed to be derived from aniline derivatives and diazotizable
amines, some of which would have had the potential to form chloramines in the delivered water.”

Response 5:

The pathway associated with the Holly Street wells was based upon documented, compound specific
data describing water quality. Theresultsfor samplesthat were taken from the municipal supply wellsin 1975
that were analyzed using the Sylviamethod do not identify or quantitate any contaminantsthat might have been
in the samples, limiting the usefulness of these data in terms of exposure assessment. However, the Public
Health Assessment acknowledges that the duration of the exposure pathway through the community water
supply is not known.

Commenter H:
Comment 1:

Thiscomment questionsthe concentration of chlorine of 8 mg/liter and speculatesthat it wasin fact
0.8 mg/liter. Inaddition, the comment also questionsthat “ the alleged purpose of the“ high” chlorine dose
was to reduce the color...”

Response 1:

The Remarks section of the Toms River Water Company sampling record (Reference TRWC, 1965,
Water AnalysisRecord, Well 13, March 23, 1965) indicatesthefollowing: “Waell No. 13 iscontaminated with
TomsRiver Water. Thiswater requires 8. P.P.M. Chlorineto reducethe color. After the addition of chlorine
the odor is more pronounced.”

Comment 2:

This comment cites a 1996 NJDEP report that states that a Cohansey well in the Holly Street Well
Field (Well #21) “ was deemed by the NJDEP to not be under the influence of surface waters. Well 21 is of
compar able depth towells 13, 14, and 18 and drilled into the same aquifer. The existing water-quality and
hydrogeologic data for the Holly Street Well Field collected as part of a Ground-Water Under Direct
Influence (GWUDI) assessment indicate that the existing Cohansey Well (#21) is not under the influence of
surfacewater...” Inaddition, “ thelocal hydrogeologic conditions are considered such that the Toms River
isnot the sole source of local recharge to the Cohansey Aquifer and Well 21,..." Furthermore, “ Giventhe
specific focus of the GWUDI evaluation, it can not be concluded that Well 21 does not indirectly receive
recharge fromthe Toms River through the Cohansey Aquifer, nor that water quality concernsrelated to the
surface water would not impact the local ground-water resource.”

Response 2:
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This comment seems to imply that, since Well 21 was found to not be under the influence of surface
waters in 1996, this should also be the case for Wells 13, 14, and 18 in the 1960s. Well 13 wasinstalled in
1946, and ceased operations and was sealed in 1967. Well 14 wasingtalled in 1953 and sealed in 1983. Well
18 wasinstalled in 1965 and sealed in 1983. Well 19, another Cohansey well in the Holly Street well field,
was installed in 1967 and sealed in 1983. Well 21 was installed/operated in 1968/1969 and continues to
operate. Wells 13, 14, and 18 were documented to contaminated with dyes and nitrobenzenein 1965 and 1966,

apparently transported by surface waters of the Toms River (see page 12, 13 and 16 of the draft Public Health
Assessment).

107



